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METHOD
FOR

SETTLING THE CANON

OF THE

NEW TESTAMENT.

PART IV.

A general DiJJertat'wn^ or Proof, concerning the Canonical Au-

thority of the Four
Gofpels'.

BEFORE
I enter upon the proof of the Canonical autho-

rity of each of the Gofpels in particular, it will be very
ferviceable to my defign to obferve and fhew, that the primi-
tive Chrijlians have exprefsly acknowledged onlyfour Gofpels ;

and
thofefour Gofpels which we now receive under the names of

Matthew) Marky Luke, and John^ to be genuine and Canoni-

cal. I (hall produce the feveral teflimonies which I have ob-

ferved, according to the order of time in which the writers

ved ; and among thefe it will not be amifs to place,

VOL. III. B i. St.
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2 A Proofof the Authority PART IV.

i. St. JOHN.

I. The teftimony of St. John the Apoftle ; concerning

whom we are told by Eufebius % That when the three Gofpels

(of Matthew, Mark, and Luke) were publi/hed and known to

every body, St. John at lengthfaw them, approved them, and

confirmed the truth of'them ; but (owned) that they were de-

fecJive
as to the account ofthofe things which were done by our

Saviour at the beginning of his miniftry
-For which reafon

John, being defired by his friends, fupplied the defefts of the

three others, and wrote his Gofpel to inform us of that time, and

the things which were done by our Saviour in it, viz. before
the

imprifonmcnt of John the Baptijh Now hence it follows ;

1. That before St. John wrote his Gofpel, the Chriftians

of that firft age owned and received no other than the Gofpels

of Matthew, Mark, and Luke ; although it is certain there

were many other falfe Gofpels extant at that time, as I have

elfewhere proved.

2. That thefe three were univerfally received and approved.

3. That they were with juft reafon fo approved, becaufe St.

John alfo did approve them.

Befides this teftimony of Eufebius, I find in a very old book,

intitted, M^T^O Ti^o9/a TW 'ATroyoXa, i. e. The Martyrdom of

Timothy the
Apoftlet

of which we have an extract in Photius

(Cod. ccliv.
) ;

" That when, after the death of Domitian,
tc Nerva became Emperor, John returned to Ephefus, from
" which place he had been banifhed by Domitian, he then
" took the feveral books which contained the hiftory of our

Saviour's fufferings and miracles and doctrines, and were
u now tranflated into feveral different languages, reviewed
" them, rectified them, and joined himfelf to the former three

cc
Evangelifts (by writing his Gofpel)." I confefs I cannot

! ,,- \udvvf,v, TO VTTS Tuv VJfQTtGsn svaf-

t Tij y^cc(pj i\v r?p (TaSra J' r,t ra
czrpo TJJ; TOV

. ri> in
9rfiT6tj xi xaT iiffrj TB BaTTTtroD y.aSnplew?) ra X.O.T at/rsf

..aro; lin TOV XoirS jr^-K^y- tlxyy&ito trctsa-^ava,^ Hift. Eccl.
*;'* cj>;7!7i/ Ua,faxte$it\a, $h 1.3.0.24.

certainly
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certainly determine the age of this book. There is a book

extant, intitled The Martyrdom of Timothy^ which goes under

the name of Polycrates, a Bifhop of Ephefus, in the latter end

of the fecond century, out of which Photius feems to have

made this extract ; and if this be true, it makes the hiftory

more valid : but it muft be owned that feveral learned men are

of opinion this book was not made by Polycrates, into which

it is not my bufinefs here to enquire.

2. St. POLYCARP.

II. The teftimony of Polycarp, who, according to Ire-

naeus % was not only injlrutted by the Apoftles, and acquainted

with many who had feen Chrt/i^ but placed by the Apcftles in

Afia^ as Bijhop of Smyrna, whom, fays he, /
alfo faw zuben I

was young. He (Polycarp) exprefsly mentions together our

four Gofpels and their authors thus :
" h

It was not without
" reafon that the Evangelifts began their Gofpels different

"
ways ; though the defign of each of them was the fame.

"
Matthew, becaufe he wrote to the Hebrews, began with the

l

genealogy of Chrift, that he might evidence Chrift to be
" defcended of that family, which all the Prophets had foretold

" he fhould defcend from. John being fixed among the
"

Ephefians, who as Gentiles were ignorant of the law, be-
"

gan his Gofpel with an account of thecaufe of our redemp-
"

tion, viz. that God would have his Son become incarnate

* K< noA^agTro; citl ov pony <l"a eum nafciturum univerfi Pro-

iw aWo'Xwv u.x$*iTiv$tlc, y.ct.1 ait- Phete cecinerant. Joannes autem

rrp?i); *-oMoft rl, Xp.riv
ad EPlldlim conftitutus, qui legem

'/ . > , , . ~, tanquam ex Gentibus ignorabant, a

faKIWA,^^
KI wo *mr*te* cajk noftras redemptionis Evange-

,TOrecVii( K -rn Acria. ?* b ] fumpik exoi'dium
; quse caufa ex

2/x.vpjj IxxXijcria STTIO-KOTTO?, on x eo apparet, quod filium iuum Deus

r^,c~? lvfdxx[/.er l> T-I Tr^r'/i "f^av pi'o noftra lalute vcluit incamari.

iAixia. Adv. Haerei'. 1. 3.' c. 3.
Lucas vero a Zachariae lacerdotio

et ap'ud Eufeb. 1. 4. c. 14. incipit, ut ejus filii miraculo nativi-

"RationabiliterEvangcliftaeprin-
tatis ' et tanti prsedicatoris officio,

cipiis divcrfis utuntur, quamvis ima ^iltoitateil Chrifti gentibus decla-

eademque evangelizandi eojum pro-
" ret

/ .

Unde et Marcus antiqua pro-

betur intentio. Mattlweus, ut He- Plietici myfterii compttentia adv^n-

broeis fcribens, genealogi* Chrifti
*ui ch

.

rift' declarat, ut non nova,

ordinem texuit,.ut oitenderet ab ea
fed antiqui tu s prolata ejus Praedi-

C'hiiftum tUfcendifle progemc, de catio probaretur.

62 for
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" for our falvation. Luke begins with the priefthood of Za-
l
charias, that by the account of his fon's miraculous birth,

tf and his being fo confiderable a preacher, he might evidence

" the divinity of Chrift to the Gentiles. Mark began his

"
Gofpel with the explication of fome antient prophecies re-

a
lating to the coming of Chrift, that his Gofpel might ap<-

"
pear no new thing, but the fame as had been of old." For

this fragment of Polycarp we are obliged to Feuardentius,

who in his notes on Irenaeus, 1. 3. c. 3. publifhed it with

fome other fragments of Polycarp out of a very antient manu-

fcript of Victor Capuanus's Catena, upon the four Evange-

lifts, which Catena he there promifes to publifti ; but whether

he did or no, I know not. Victor Capuanus lived, according
to Feuardentius, in the year of Chrift 480. Johan. Jacob.

Grynaeus (Praefat. in Orthodoxographa) places him fooner,

viz. A. D. 455; but Bellarmine 3
, and Dr. Cave h

, place him

near a hundred years later, viz. in the year 540, and 545, as

alfo does Dr. Mill c
.

3. TATIAN.

III. That there were only the four Gofpels of Matthew,
Mark, Luke, and John, received in the middle part of the fe-

cond century, is evident from Tatian's Harmony, which was
made about that time. He was a fcholar of Juftin Martyr,
and mtofutu T> .al nmtyuyw an oT^' OTTWJ ru ela-yFttiut srv&iic, TO

(Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. lib. 4. c. 29.) compiled a certain harmony

of the Gofpels, and called it, The Gofpel of the Four ; which
is even to this day in the hands of fom<. The fame account is

alfo in Epiphanius, Haeref. 46. n. i. There can be no rea-

fonable doubt but that thefe four were the Gofpels of Mat-
thew, Mark, Luke, and John; for not only the number
agrees, but thefe were the only four Gofpels that ever were
reduced to a harmony. Befides, if the above-mentioned Vic-
tor Capuanus is- to be credited, the Harmony of Tatian is ftill

extant
; for that which he publiihed in the fifth or fixth cen-

DP Scriptor. Eccfcf. ad voc. c Pro iegom . <in Noy. Tdhm>
nut. Liter, torn. i.

p. 411. . 351.

tury,
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tury, with a preface to prove it was wrote by Tatian, we
have now printed among the Orthodoxographa*; and this

contains our prefent four Gofpels, and no other. But I

muft own that I queftion much, whether this be the work of

Tatian, or no ; for the genealogy of Chrift is in this Harmony
of Tatian b

, which was not in the antient one under his

name c
.

It may indeed be objedted that Victor Capuanus, in his pre-

face to that which he thought to be the Harmony of Tatian,

fays, that he gave his work the title of Diapente*. I find, fays

he, by the hi/lory of Eufebius^ that Tatian, a very learned man
and excellent orator of that time, compiled one Gofpel out of the

four, to which he gave the title of Diapente^ i. e. of five ; or,

The Gofpel of Five : as though he had made his Harmony
out of five Gofpels. Accordingly, I find that Grotius e has

explained the word Diapente ; Tatian, fays he, when he made

one Gofpel out offour, followed not only the Greek, but the He-

brew copies ofMatthew; whence- it came to pafs that his worky

which was commonly called A Teya/x^uv, or The Gofpel of

Four, was by others called. The Gofpel according to the He-

brews ; by others Ata n/m, or The Gofpel of Five.

To this I anfwer, (i.) That though I queftion not but

Tatian made ufe of the Hebrew copies of St. Matthew, yet

he made ufe of them as what he looked upon to be the moft

authentick and genuine, and fo made no ufe of the Greek, as

of another or fifth Gofpel. This is what I have conjectured,

and endeavoured to prove in the firft volume f
; but all which

can be concluded hence is, that by a miftake he made ufe

of an interpolated corrupt tranflation of St. Matthew, in-

Vol. i. p. 659, &cv thodoxogr. p. 659.
b See chap. v. Orthodoxogr. p.

Puto autem Tatianum, cum ex

663. quatuor Evangeliis unum concinna-
c This I have obfcjved already, ret, iccutum in Matthaei verb is non

Vol. I. Part II. ch. xxxix. p. 390. Graecos tantum, led et Hebraeos co-
d Ex hiftoria quoque ejus (Icil. dices, unde Evangelium illud quod

Eufebii) comperi, quod Tatianus, viilgo A Tsrirafat, per Quatuor,
vir eruditiflimus, et orator illius ab aliis dictum/*cundum Hebrxos,
temporis clariffimus, unum ex qua- ab aliis vero AnH Htm, per $uin-
tuor compaginaverit Evangelium, que . Annot. in Titul . Matth .

cui titulum Diapente nnpoiuit. Or- f LOC> jamcitat. p. 388, 389.

B 3 ftead
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ftead of the true Greek original, ftill looking upon it as the

work of that Evangelift, which is fufficient to my purpofe.

2. As to Grotius's conjecture, that it was called A*a n/m,

or The Gofpel of Five, for the above-mentioned reafon, it

feems to me entirely to be founded upon a falfe reading ; and

that inftead of A* rUn-i we are to read in the preface of Victor

A* Tts-c-a'^wf,
as is well conjectured by Mr. Fabricius*. My

reafons for this correction are,

i. That Victor in his preface fays,
he found the account

which he gives in the Hiftory of Eufebius ; but there is no

Juch thing to befound in Eufebius \ but on the contrary he faith,

Tatian gave his work the title of a, TWap-*, i. e. The Gofpel

of Four. Either therefore Victor Capuanus was miftaken, or

elfe we muft correct his words by thofe of Eufebius, from

whom he tranfcribed ; i. e. "for Ai m'm, muft read A TEO--

ra$w>; The Gofpel of Four, and not The Gofpel of Five.

2. If Victor Capuanus had thought any thing of five Gof-

pels being
1 in Tatian's work, he would not have faid exprefsly,

<c Unum ex quatuor compaginaverit Evangelium," He com-

piled one out offour Gofpeh.

3. Theodoret (who lived in or not long before the time of

Victor Capuanus, viz. about the year of Chrift 450.) tells us,

He compofed a Gofpel -rofAa
Tso-c-agw* XXB^JO, i. e. which was

called The Gofpel of Four .

Upon the whole then I conclude, there were but four Gof-

pels, viz. thofe of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, in ufe in

the Church in the time of Tatian, i. e. in the time of Juftin

Martyr, who was Tatian's mafter.

4. IRENJEUS.

IV. Irenaeus, who was cotemporary with Tatian, has

abundantly evidenced, that there were no more than the four
Gt>J}>e/s t which we now receive, then received in the Church.

Cod Apoc. Nov. Tell. torn. i. of this place, viz. That for A.*
P<

"
3

Heretic. Fabul. lib. i *c. 20. "eSn^ tta^thT"?*?
"'

ISiSS Efes.3
He

we rtiould read

import
f''" '
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He has wrote a. large Chapter*, intitled, Aproof that there can

neither be more nor
lefs

than four Gofpels ; out of all which I

(hall only obferve thefe two things; (i.) That he fays the

very Hereticks owned them, and cited them b
; (2.) He calls

them vain, ignorant, and impudent, who aflert, that there are

either more or fewer than thefe four Gofpels
c
. The fa&

therefore, which I am upon, being thus certain, -I do not

think myfelf obliged to fay any thing concerning the allego-

rical arguments, which Irenaeus makes ufe of to prove his

point. Mr. Toland has bantered them d
, and Mr. Fabricius

has fhewn c that there is the like fort of reafoning upon that

head in many of the antient Chriftian writers ; but k

(as Du
Pin fays

f
)
" Thefe fort of allegories have no other foundation

" but mere fancy j and it is in vain to feek for any other rea-

" fon of the number four, than God's own will."

,5. TERTULLIAN.

V. Tertullian has exprefsly determined the number of Gof-

pels, which were received by the Church in his time, to four.
So

(1. 4. adv. Marcion. c. 2.),
" Nobis fidem ex Apoftolis

"
Joannes et Matthaeus infinuant, ex Apoftolicis Lucas et

M Marcus inftaurant ;" i. e. The credit of the Gofpel-hijlory is

confirmed to us by two that were Apijlles^ viz. Matthew and

John, and two that were Apojlolick men (i. e. companions ofthe

Apojlles) Mark and Luke : and in the fame book, c. 5. fpeak-

ing of the fame four Gofpels, and naming them, he fays,
" Eadem au&oritas Ecclefiarum Apoftolicarum caeteris quo-
"
que patrocinabatur Evangeliis ;" i. e. that they were patro-

nized or confirmed by the authority ofthe Apojlolick Churches.

a Adv. Hseref. lib. 3. c- n. em Evangelii, & veJ plurcs quam
Oftenfio qxiod ncque plura, nee mi- dicta limt, vel rurlus pauciores in-

nus quam quatuor poffunt efle E- tcrunt peribnas Evangelii. Ad euud.

vangelia. loc.
b Ut et ipfi hasretici teftimonium d

Amyntor, p. 50, Sec,

reddaut eis, & ex ipfis cgreiliens
e Cod. Apocr. N. T, torn, i .

unufquifque eorum conctur iluim p. 381, &c. et torn. 3. p. 555,
confinnaredoftrinam. Lib. 3. c. 1 1 . &c.

c Var.i omnes, & indofli, & in-
f

Hift. of the Can. vol. ii.

fuper audaces, qui ihiftrantur fptci- c. i. . ^.

B 4 6. CLE-
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6. CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS.

VI. Clemens Alexandrinus (not long after Irenasus) is the

next, whofe teftimony I (hall produce ; he, difputing againft

Julius Caflianus, who had cited a paflage out of the Gofpel of

the Egyptians in favour of the doctrine of the unlawfulnefs of

marriage, replies ; Flrjl, fays he, / obferve this is not in either

of the four Gofpels delivered to us, but in the Gofpel according

to the Egyptians
3

j by which he, who knows that Clemens

continually cites the four Gofpels which we now receive, and

no other, will be eafily induced to believe he here meant the

fame four. See the place at
large above, Vol. I. Part II.

Chap. XVI.
p. 199.

7. ORIGEN.

VII. Origen, the Scholar of Clemens Alexandrinus, has

alfo confirmed the fame ; viz. that though there were many
Gofpels forged by the Hereticks, which, fays he, we read, that

we may not be thought ignorant, Ecclefia quatuor habet E-
vangeiia, i. e. the Church receives only four Go/pels*, and a
little after, Quatuor tantum Evangelia funt prolata, e quibus
fub pcrfona Domini et Salvatoris noftri proferenda funt dog-
mata: There are onlyfour Gcftels made ufe of,

out of which the
article! ofour Religion as from Jefus Cbrijl are to be propofed.
Once more a few lines after ; In his omnibus nihil aliud pro-
bamus nifi quod Ecclefia, i. e. quatuor tantum Evangelia re-

cipienda ; Among all
thefe Gofpels we approve none but

thofe
which the Church approves; viz. that only the four Gofpels
are to be received. It would be madnefs for any one, who
ever faw Origen's works, to afk what four Gofpels he meant.
Beiides that, he elfewhere W.warww. pt^rlw x ^, fpeak-

ing^of,

or reciting the Canon of the Church, names thefe four

Go'pels, u. xa! (tsVx
a'ranriggwx Ira i T^ l^ Tc

p*,c Ix^.ijs-.'a ny
GE, i e. which four alone arc received without

controverfy in
the church of Go', which is all over the world. Comment,
in Matth. apud Eufeb. H. E. 1. 6. c. 25.

*
St.onat. lib. 3. p. 465. b

Hom;J- iu Luc- L ^

8, EUSE-
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8. EUSEBIUS.

VIII. Eufebius (who lived in the beginning of the fourth

century) exprefsly excludes all other Gofpels from the Canon

befides thofe four which we now receive, but places them

among the books which were without any controverfy re-

ceived by the confent of the whole Church a
.

9. ATHANASIUS.

IX. In the Synopfis under the name of Athanafius, the

author tells us, that all the Gofpels which are read by any, are

rather
fit

to be concealed than read, except thefour alone which

have been delivered to us.

10. AMBROSE.

X. This Father in his preface to his Commentary on Luke
has almoft tranfcribed Origen's words on the fame place i ac-

cordingly he faith, that though the Hereticks have many Gof-

pels, the Church hath onlyfour, &c. b

u. JEROME.
XI. In the preface to his Tranflation of the Gofpels he

mentions fome falfe Gofpels, viz. thofe of Lucianus and He-

fychius (fee- above, Vol. I. Part II: Ch. XXII.), and pro-

mifes, he will only be concerned with four , which, fays he, are in

thefollowing order, Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John
c
.

It would be endlefs to cite the many numerous proofs that

may be eafily produced out of the Fathers of the fourth cen-

tury. He that has a mind may fee farther proof of this mat-

ter, in the places of Epiphanius"
1

, Jerome % Chryfoftom
f
, and

Auftin*, which are cited in the margin, and in the feveral

Vid. Hift. Ecclef. 1. 3. c. 24, Epiftle is commonly prefixed to the

5- et alibi pafijm. Vulgate.
b Prooem. Comment, in Luc. in f

"

In Matth. i. ,N. B. Tbco-
Init.

phylaft has, according t his old
1 Praefat. in Evang. ad Dama- cuitom, tranfcribed this of Chry-

*um. Ibftom concerning the four Evan-
d Haeref. 51. .4, &c. gelilts' agreement, which I refer to,
*

Praef. in Comm. in Matth. into his preface on Matthew.
Comm. in Ezek. 1. 10. et Epift. ad B De Confenf. Evangel, lib. j.

Paulin. de Itud, Scriptur. This laft c. z, 6. &Traft. 36. in Joan.

Cat*.
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Catalogues of Origen, Eufebius, Athanafius, Cyril, that of

the Council of Laodicca, Epiphanius, Gregory Nazianzen,

Philaftrius, Jerome, Auftin, Ruffin, that of the third Council

of Carthage, and the works of Dionyfius the Areopagite,

which I have colleded in the firft Volume, Part I. Ch. VIII

p. 60, &c.

CHAP. I.

Matthew was. Heradeon, Origen, and Grotius^ mijlaken

in fuppofing
Matthew and Levi to be the Names of two Per-

fans. He was a Jew. In what Countries he preached,

and where he died: mentioned in the Talmud. The occafion

of St. Matthew's writing his Gofpel.

BEFORE
I come to the Gofpels themfelves, and the proof

of their authority, it feems to me neceffary, that fome

account be given of the author. Accordingly, I fhall now

begin with fome fliort relations or accounts concerning St.

Matthew, the author of this Gofpel. Befides what we have

in the Canonical Gofpels, there is not much that can be de-

pended upon now left concerning him. The Popifh legends,

and the fabulous* writers of later ages, will afford us accounts

fufficiently particular ; but difregarding all thefe, I {hall only
mention fuch things as feem to be more credible, and built

upon better foundations. The account we have of him in his

Gofpel is, that Jefus at Capernaum faw a man named Mat-
thew fitting at the receipt of cujlom, and faid unto him^ Follow

me; and he
arofe and followed him. Matt. ix. 9. The other

Evangelifts (viz. Mark ii. 14. and Luke v. 27, 28.) re-

late the fame hiftory ; only they, inftead of Matthew, give
him the name of Levi, which feems to have been his furname,
or another name, by which he was as commonly called. It is a

thing well known, that the Jews were wont to call a perfon

by



CHAP. i. Heracleon, &c. rmftaken. tt

by more names than one ; e. g. Mofes's father in law is called

Jethro, Exod. iii. I. and Num. x. 29. he is called Hobab;
and David's fon, who is called 2 Sam. iii. 3. Chileab, goes
under the name of Daniel, i Chron. iii, i. Simon was alfo

called Peter, Matt. x. 2. Lebbeus was furnamed Thaddeus,
ver. 3, &c. which furname, or fecond name, feems to have

been added to diftinguifh them from others, who had the fame

firft name. I have mentioned this, becaufe fome, both antient

and modern writers, have imagined Matthew and Levi to

have been two different perfons : thus Heracleon, an early

heretick of the fecond century, and a remarkable perfon in the

fchool of Valentinus, fpeaking of thofe difciples of Chrift,

who were not called to a publick acknowledgment or con-

fefiion of Chrift (by Martyrdom), names Matthew, Philip,

Thomas, and Levi a
; and Origen, difcourfing particularly of

Chrift's Apoftles, firft mentions Matthew the publican, and

afterwards names Levi the publican, but denies him to have

been an Apoftle ; "Era <& x.*t o Atoi; TSA^? x.oXvfl3-j TV
'iijo-fj

a.}^' jm ye ra p$f*3 tav aTroroXwc t/ra w, il py xotroi TWO. TUV am-

ypxtpuv rS XT M^xoi e&ayAxfe
b
,
Levi

alfo
the publican^ whofol-

lowed Jefas^ but was not of the number of his
Apojlles, unlefe

(we follow) fome copies ofMark's Gofpel. Among the mo-

derns, Grotius is of this opinion
c
; but it is eafy to refute it,

by obferving not only that .the circumjlances of thefaft arefa

exactly the fame as related by the three Evangelifts, but that

they agree precifely
as to the time^ and all that which happened

immediately before and after his call by Chrift, viz. all the

three Evangelifts agree, that this call was as our Saviour was

going out of Capernaum immediately after the curing of the

paralytick ; and the feveral hiftories, which St. Matthew re-

lates to have happened after his call by Chrift (viz. that Chrift

went to eat with publicans and Jinners^ the Pharifees cenfuring

himfor it, his juftification of himfelf,
the

difciples ofJohn corn-

ing to Chrift with a quejlion about fafting, Chrift's anfwery

&c.), are all related by St. Mark and St. Luke after the call

a
Apud Clem. Akxand, Stro-

h Adv. Celf. 1. i.p. 48.
jnat. 1. 4. p. 502.

c Annot. in Mutt. ix. 9.

Of
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of Lev! ; and this affords us the higheft evidence, that Mat-

thew and Levi were the fame perfon. It is ftrange indeed

that Heracleon and Origen fhould fall into fuch a miftakej

but this is very rationally accounted for by Corelerius a and

Mr. Dodwell h
; to whom, together with Dr. Whitby's

c re-

marks on this opinion of Grotius, I refer the reader, who has

a mind to examine farther into this matter.

The two names of this Evangelift, as alfo that of his father

(viz. Alpheus, Mark ii. 14.), evince him to have been origi-

nally a Jew (it being certain that the Romans very frequently

put the natives of the conquered provinces into fuch offices,

under the principal officers who were generally Romans), al-

though I obferve, that in two antient manufcripts which Co-

telerius (in Con/tit. Apojlol. 1. 2. c. 63.) has publifhed out of the

French King's library, Numb. 1789 and 1026, which recite

the country and parents of the twelve Apoftles, there is the

following account of Matthew, MT^?OJ 6 xi Amj, -nXaW TO

/. e. Matthew^ called
alfo Levi, a publican, whofe father was

Rucur, and mother Ch&rotheia^ born in Galilee ; both which

are plainly Gentile names.

After he was called to be an Apoftle, he continued in that

office till our Saviour's afcenfion in Judea ; and if there be

any credit to be given to the accounts of the antients, he con-

tinued there eight years afterward ; whither he then went is

not certain: Ruffin d affirms that he went into Ethiopia, and

in this he is followed by the writers of fucceeding ages, So-

crates, Simeon Metaphraftes, Abdias Babylonicus, &c. which

laft has given us a very particular account of his preaching,

miracles, and fuccefs in the converfion of multitudes there ;

his building a church there (viz. at Nadabbar,the capital city),

and calling it the Refurreftion, becaufe the raifing of the fon

of KingTEglippus from the dead was the occafion of it.
c He

preached Chrift in Hierapolis,'a city of Syria, and fuffered

1 Annot. in ConlHt. Apoft. 1. 8. alfo Dr. Mill on Mark ii. 14.
c. d Hift. Eccl. 1. i. c. 9.

b Diffcrt. I. in Iren. . 24..
<= Vid. Abdise Hiftor. Certam.

Annct. on Luke v. 27. See Apoftol. 1. 7. per tot.

martyrdom
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martyrdom there, according to a Greek manufcript under the

name of Dorotheas, Bifhop of Tyre (who lived in the begin-

ning of the fourth century), which was tranfcribed by Mr.

Dodwell, and by him given to Dr. Cave, who has published

it with a Latin Verfion, and fome Notes upon it
a
; though,

according to the common editions of the Synopfis of Doro-

theus, he died a natural death, and was buried with great ho-

nour at Hierapolis, a city of Parthia b
; and this, viz. his dying

without martyrdom, is plainly intimated in the paflage of He-

racleon above cited out of Clemens Alexandrinus. I have no-

thing farther to add under this head, but that which the Father

laft cited tells us of St. Matthew's great temperance and ab-

ftemioufnefs, viz. that he eat no
flejh y but thaf his ufual food

was acorns, feeds^andherbs
c
; and that, according to Dr. Light-

foot 11

, there is mention of him in the Talmud Bab. Sanhedr.

fol. 43. i. The Rabbins fay, that Jefus had five difciples,

which are there called by them mini <:i3r "iw Np: NDO viz.

Matthai (or Matthew), Nakai,Nezer, and Boni, and Thodah.

Thefe (they fay there) were all puniihed with death. By
thefe five difciples Dr. Lightfoot fuppofes they meant thofe

difciples who were moft converfant in Judea, viz. Matthew,
who wrote his Gofpel there, Peter, James, John, and Jude

e
.

The caufe or occafion of St. Matthew's writing his Gof-

pel is generally agreed upon by the antient writers, who have

made any mention of the matter, viz. that he wrote it at Je-

rufalem for the fake of the convert Jews^ who defired him to

write it) when he was about to travel to the Gentile coun-

tries, to preach the Gofpel. So Origen
f
j
" The firft Gofpel

" was written by Matthew, firft a publican, then an Apoftle
" of Jefus Chrift, and publiflied among the converted Jews in

a Hift. Lit. vol. i. p. 114, & *
According to Abdias Babylo-

121. nicus, lib. 7. cap. 14.. he was run
b Doroth. de vit. ac mort. Pro- through the back in the Temple at

phet. et Apoitol. Biblioth. Pafr. Nadabbar in Ethiopia, by a foldier,
vol. vii. ad voc. Matth. by the order of the King; Hyrtacus,

c
Pasdagog. 1.2. c. i. p. 148. whofe marriage with Iphigenia, his

I.7rsfp.siTuv, xal axgotyvut, xa.1 >.- brother's Daughter, St. Matthew

va, anv xtiSi tuxt'titu&eun. oppofed, fhe being a Nun.
'

u u;' m>\ f
"

Expgiit. in Matth. apudEufeb.Hor. Hebr. mMatth. ix. 9. H;(t

" Hebrew."
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tf Hebrew." Eufebius is more particular
3
; he tells us," That

" the Apoftles were not much inclined to write books.

" That Paul wrote only a few fhort Epiftles. That of all

** our Lord's difciples Matthew and John only have left us

"
any written memoirs, and it is faid, they were compelled by

" fome fort of neceflity to write what they did ; for Matthew

*5 having firft preached to the Hebrews, when he determined

" to travel into other countries, publifhed his Gofpel in the

"
language of his country, and left it with them to fupply the

* want of his own prefence among them." To the fame pur-

pofe Jerome
b
;
"
Matthew, furnamed Levi, was the firft who

*

publiflied a Gofpel, and that in Judea, in the Hebrew lan-

*'
guage, principally for the fake of thofe Jews who were con-

"
verted, and did not regard the truth of the Gofpel (but ob-

u ferved the Law alfo), though the Law, as being but a fha-
"

dow, was abolifhed."

CHAP. II.

St. Matthew's Gofpel of Canonical Authority. It is in all the

antient Catalogues of Sacred Books. It is cited by the pri-
mitive Fathers:, viz.feven times in the Epijlle ofBarnabas,
twice in the

firjl Epijlle of Clemens Romanus to the Corin-

thians, eight times in the Fragment oftbefecond, eight times

in the Shepherd of Hernias, fix times in Polycarp's fmall

Epijlle to the Philippians, twice in a Fragment of his Re-

fponfiones, andfeven times in the Le/er Epijlles of Ignatius.

T TAVTNG given fome account of the Author of this Gof-

pel, I proceed now to eftablifh its authority, which I

hope will be
effedtually done by the following arguments.

ARC. I. St. Matthew's Gofpel is of Canonical
authority,

becaufe /'/ is in all the Catalogues of Canonical books which we

* Huh Ecck-f. 1. 3. c. 24.
" Pnef. in Comm. in Matth.

have
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have arr.ong the writings of the primitive Chriftians. Prop. IV.

Thefe Catalogues, viz. that of Origen, Eufebius, Athanafius,

Cyrill, the Council of Laodicea, Epiphanius, Gregory Nazt-

anzen, Philaftrius, Jerome, Ruifin, Auftin, the third Council

of Carthage, and the author of the books under the name of

Dionyfius the Areopagite, I have collected them, Vol. I.

Part I. Ch. VIII. and there referred to the feveral places

where thefe Catalogues at large are to be found, and in every
one of them the Gofpel of St. Matthew is enumerated.

Arg. II. The Gofpel of St. Matthew is Canonical,, becaufe

it is cited as Scripture in the writings of the primitive Chrijlian

Fathers. Prop. V.
1 have obferved, Part I. Ch. V. p. 42. and Ch. IX. p. 65.

that Mr. Dodwell % and from him Mr. Toland b have endea-

voured in a good meafure to rob us of this argument, by af-

ferting,
" That the firft writers of Chriftianity had no certain

<c
Canon, or collection of facred Scriptures of the New Tef-

"
tament, which they cited ; the Apocryphal writings being

" bound in the fame volume with the Apoftles' writings ;

< 4
that in Hermas there is not one place of the New Tefta-

*' ment quoted^ nor in either of the other is any Evangelift
" named: and if they do perhaps produc? any places, which
" are like fome in our Gofpels, yet you will find them fo

"
changed, and fo much interpolated, that it is impoflible to

" know whether they took them out of ours, or fome other.
"

Apocryphal Gofpels. But it is certain they fometimes
<f ufed the Apocryphal books, and cited what is not in our
"

Gofpels, if they cite fometimes any pafTages, which agree

a Sic autem vera Apoftolcrum apud reliquos ne unum quidem E-

Scripta jcum Apociyphis in iifdem vangeliftam nomine iuo compella-
vokiminibus compingi folebant, ut turn. Et fi quos locos forte profe-
nulla prcrfus nota ant cenfura EC- rant, quibus fimilia in noftris le-

clefiae publica conftaret, quse qui- guntur Evangeliis, ita tamen illos

bus eflent anteferenda. Habemus mutatos ut plurimxim interpolatof-

hodieque horum temporum Scrip- que reperies, ut Iciri nequeat, an e

tores Ecclefiailicos luc\ilentiffimos, noftris ilios, an ex aliis produxerint
Ckmentein Romanum, Barnabam, Apccryphis Evangeliis, &c. Dlf-

Hermam, Ignatium, Polycarpum fert.inlren. i. . 39, &c.

At Novi Teftamenti in Herma b
Amyntor, p. 69, Sec.

ne quidem unum locum invtneris ;

with



16 St. Matthew's Go/pel ofCanonicalAuthority.
PART IV.

"with our Canonical Gofpels, that was not done by any
"

ddign, fo as to evidence that they intended to confirm dif-

"
putable points out of Canonical books ; fo that perhaps thofe

"
very paflages, which feem to be taken out of our Gofpels,

" were taken out of others, &c."

Dr. Grabe* and Dr. Mill" have adopted the fame fen-

timents into their fcheme, the defign of which, with a confu-

tation of it, the reader may fee above in the firft Diflertation

prefixed to this Part. The reafon of my mentioning it here,

is, becaufe I am now entering upon the particular proof of

their citing the books of our prefent Canon ; and as I have

Vol. I. Part II. fhewn, that the primitive Chriftians have not

cited any Apocryphal books, fo I (hall endeavour now to fhew,

that they have cited and referred to thofe which we now re-

ceive, and for that purpofe fhall tranfcribe and fet down the

very words, with the manner of their being cited or intro-

duced, together with the words of our Canonical books,

which I take to be referred to, in a parallel column.

N. B. I have fet down the citations at length only of thofe

which are called the Apoftolick Fathers, becaufe the ci-

tations in the other Fathers are fo plain and fo numerous,
that there can be about them no difpute ; and though I do

not believe the writings under the names of Clemens Ro-

manus, Barnabas, Polycarp, Hermas, and Ignatius, are all

genuine, and of that age to which they pretend j yet as they
are undoubtedly very antient, and referred to byfome of the

earlieft Fathers, I thought it proper to give them the firil

place in my colle&ion.

*
Spicileg. Patr. torn. i. p, 312.

*
Prolegom. in Nov. Teft. . 138, &c.

ACata-
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A Catalogue of the feveral places of St. Matthew's Gofpel,

which are cited or referred to in the writings of the

lick Fathers.

St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel.

I. Ch. XXIV. 22. KoAo

Thofe days Jhall be Jhortened.

II. Ch. xx. 16. and xxii.

^s MAS*: i. e. /or w^Tzy

called^ butfew are chofen.

III. Ch. IX. 13.

BARNABAS'S Epiftle.

I. Ch. iv. Dominus in-

tercidet tempora et dies ; i. e.

The Lord ivill foorten thofe

times and days. That which

proves this a reference to St.

Matthew is, that the author

adds it upon a citation out of

Dan. ix. which is the very
fame on account of which our

Lord is related by St. Mat-

thew to have faid it
a

.

II. Ch. iv. Sicut fcriptum

eft, Mulii uocati) pauci elefli

i. e. as it is written. Many
are called^ butfew are

chojen.

N. B. The reafon tvhy thefe

two citations are put in

Latin, ;V, becaufe we have

not the Greek of Barnnbas

till the middle of the fifth

chapter.

III. Ch. V. "ivot. ^ct|*j, OTJ a'

7<yXa? 6*5 ptTa,<jo\v.v '. For I came TwXs? tig pBTcivota.*: i. e. that he

not to call the righteous, but might Jhew, that he came not

fenners to repentance.
* tt the righteous, but fin-
ners to repentance

b
.

IV.

a

Refpiciunt haec verha Domini.
Matt. xxiv. 2. Fell in loc.

place of Barnabas plainly refers
alfo to this in St. Matthew; for

b The preceding context in that whereas it is there laid, that when
VOL. III. C chrilt
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IV. Ch. xxvi. 31. nT|w
\i fro/y.*>j aeii dtaJ'xcfWKrSisTelaf

I will

&. Matthew's Gofpel PART iv.

BARNABAS'S Epijlle.

IV. Ch. V. IlaTafw TO OTSJ-

*a, TOTE (Txopw<&^iT
Tas

rpi-

vr rrk nroi/xw!?: i. C. / W////

//* /A* Jbepberd^ and the fmite the Jhepberd, then the

Jbeep of tbefock Jball be feat- Jbeep of theflock Jball be feat-

tered abroad. tered abroad.

If it be objected here, that

this author might take this, as

our Saviour did, out of Ze-

chariah xiii. 7. and not out of

St Matthew's Gofpel, I an-

fwer, that this cannot be fup-

pofed, becaufe in the Hebrew

the verb "]T\
is in the fecond

perfon, and the imperative

mood, and accordingly the

LXX. and all the Greek Ver-

fions have rendered it in the

imperative mood, Smite the

Jbepherd ; whereas Barnabas

places that verb in the firft

perfon of the future tenfe,

aanei^u, I will fmite^ which

could only proceed from his

citing and following St Mat-

thew, where we read tyara^u,

I willfmite. Hugo Menardus

(inloc. Barnab.) has made a

like obfervation upon the

Word hcKTxofVt&vcriTa^ VIZ. of

this author's following Mat-

thew, which is yet more evi-

Chrift choie his Apoftles, he took

fhofe who were exceeding great iin-

ners, it inuft needs be that he refers

to the call of Matthev.-, and Chrill's

being ctnfured for going to his

kfculc, and Jupping with him and

other ilnners. See Orig\ contr.

Cell'. Jib. i. p. 49. and the Appen-
dix to the firft Volume, p. 412.
See alfo Tolard's Ainyntor, p. 44.
and Rich.urdibn' Anivwr, p. 105,
106.

dent,
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St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel.

V. Ch. xxvii. 54. 'A^SW?

iS i'lof ?K Tof : i. e. Truly ,

this -was the Son of God.

VI. Ch. xxii. 43, 44, 45.
Chrift proves himfelf to be

the Lord from Pfal. ex. i.

The Lord faid unto my Lord\

fit thoii^ fcff. E; Sr A.' xaA.~

uvrof Kvpo, &c. If then Da-
vid calls him Lord) &c.

VII. Ch. V. 42. Tu afoSrr*

91 o'.ta : i. e. Give to him that

ajkcth thee.

BAR CABAS'S Epijlle.

dent, ifour Cambridge edition

of the LXX. be right, which

has inftead of that verb in the

future tenfe, the verb ix<7w-

craTt in the imperative mood.

V. Ch. VII. -AK&Zs Srcs

r,V) o TOTE hiytiiv laVTor vlo ia

sTca : i. e. Truly this was be,

who thenfaid, he was the Son

of God.

The words in St Matthew

are a confeflion of Chrift ex-

torted from the centurion at

Chrift's crucifixion, and the

words in Barnabas are alfo a

confeflion extorted from the

Jews ; fo that there can be no

doubt but he had read and re-

ferred to St Matthew here.

VI. Ch. xii. This author

cites the fame words of the

Pfalmift, and concludes, "l&

-574/j >JyM Aac" atl-rov K^piov, &C.

See how David calls him Lordy
&c. Which is an argument
fo exactly agreeing with our

Saviour's both in fenfe and

words, that one cannot fup-

pofe but that this author took

it from St. Matthew, or at

leaftfrom St. Mark (xii. 36.)

or St. Luke (xx.42.).

VII. Ch. xix. rW ;-

Tarn a ^iSii : i. e. Give to every

one that ajketh thee.

St. MAT-
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St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel.

PART IV.

I. Ch. vi. 14. Ifyeforgive
men their trefpajfes, your hea-

venly Father -will alfo forgive

you. Ch. vii. I. Judge not,

left ye be judged : ver. 2. IVitb

,what meafure ye mete, it Jhall

be measured to you again.

II. Ch. xviii. 6, 7.

<ftftt
av

XGJ tar*

<TVU.~

o-

, &C. i. 6.

//V//^ ones, which believe in me,
it were better for him that a

rnillftone were hanged about his

neck, and that he were drown-
ed in the depth of the fea. Wo
unto the world

because of of-

fences, ts'c.

77;*
firjl Epiftle /CLEMENS

ROMANus to the Corin-

thians.

I. Ch. xiii. Forgive, that

ye may be forgiven ; as ye

judge, fo ye (hall be judged j

with what meafure ye mete,

it fhall be meafured to you

again.

Clemens advifes the Co-

rinthians here, to remember

thefe and other fayings of the

Lord Jefus.

II. Ch. Xlvi. Mwc&urt rJ

Xoy 'lijo-a T Kvffu tifjiMt.
Elm

yd Oven TW an& exttco)' xa-

i. e. Remember the words of

the Lord Jefus ; for he faid,

IVo to that man ; it had been

better for him
if he had not

been born t than that he Jhould

offend one of my eleft. It were

better for him that a mill/lone

were put upon him (his neck),
and that he were drowned in

the fea, than to have offended

one of thefe little ones.

Cotelerius obferves upon
this place of Clemens, that

he has here, according to the

common practice of the an-

tients,
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St. MATTHEW'S Gofptl.

St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel.

I. Ch. xviii. ii.' Chrift

Came o-urat TO aVoXoiTw? : i. e.

to fave that (or thofe) which

were
loft,

II. Ch. ix. 13.
So xuhso-ctt hxetius,

rwXtff si? piTctMoit : i. e. for I
came not to call the righteous,

butfirmers to repentance.

Thefirjl Epiftle of CLEMENS
ROMANUS to the Corin-

thians.

tients, joined feveral texts

of Scripture together; and

that he made ufe in this col-

lection of the Gofpels of Mat-

thew, Mark, and Luke ; and

this is not improbable ; how-
ever it Is certain, that he

makes ufe of another place of

St. Matthew, (viz. xxvi. 24.)

the words, It had been better

for him if he had not been

born, being there fpoke of Ju-
das Ifcariot, and in neither of

the three Evangelifts fpeaking
of offences.

The fecond Epijlle of CLE-
MENS ROMANUS to the Co-

rinthians.

I. Ch. i. Chrift has done

us this advantage, aVoXXz^mfc

//.; i'a-vc-iv : i. e. He hasfaved
us who were

loft.

II. Ch. ii. K sr/pa e
y^at-

III. Ch. X. 32. Da? a i'r

And another Scripture faith,

/ came not to call the righ-

butJinners.

III. Ch. iii. A/y Sfl xi
Ton

xa,yu t a-

Bpaor? : i. e. Whofoever there-

fore Jhall confefs me before men,

C

ctvrov evuirM rS craTpoj fjin
'. i. e.

For he himfelf faith, Wlofo-
ever Jhall confefs me before

3 w>
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St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel.

PART IV.

him will I confefs before my

father, which is in heaven.

IV. Ch. vii. 21. Ov waj o

Aty*" /*o*, KVJ-U, KtW, EIO-EXEI;-

Eplflle of CLE-

MENS ROMANUS to the Co-

rinthians.

men, him will 1
confefs before

my Father.

IV. Ch. IV. As'ye> ya
v

p
Ow

era? o AEywc p,oi, Kv^ts, K^ptE, e"<tf-

Xr/^a T;}
-E-arpo;

/XK TB yparo~; : i. e. JVc/ ^wry
one that faith unto me, Lord,

never knew you ; departfrom

me^ ye that work iniquity.

otnm, : i. e. For (the Lord)

faith, Afof tf^ry one that faith

unto me, Lord, Lord, Jhall be

Lord, Jhall enter into the king- faved, but he thaf worketh

dom of heaven, but he that
righteoufnefs.

doth the will of my Father,

who is in heaven.

V. Ch. vii. 23. OvXvvrs V. Ch. IV. 'Ywa'yETe aw*

7ar aW;? : i. e. Departfrom
?net I know ye not whence ye

are, ye workers of iniquity.

This feems to be a cita-

tion, like that above out of

the firft Epiftle, No. 2, if it

was not taken out of Luke,

(fee the Appendix to Vol. I.

p. 412, 415.) the words ro-

SEK > being in Luke xiii. 27.

and not in Matthew.

VI. Ch. V, *Err9f *'; >.'

CT ix fceVw X^KWF' 26. Mj a ra wpia TJ X^KH? /xera TO 9ro-

^icr/SriTE awTSj" a8. K
IA.I)

Sai/tit uirrct' xat

rs awo TU airotnttttrrccv TO TB? aTro^TtiVorraj vpa;, v.cti

TO' p.eTa TO

VI. Ch. X. 1 6, 26, 28.

IK yt/m, : i. 6. Behold,

]fend youforth as Jheep in the

r (Satfau tl? yiinott <av(6s
'

i. 6.

Te Jhall It as lambs in the

mldjl
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St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel.

midjl of -wolves 26. Fear

them not therefore; 28. And

fear not them which kill the

body, but are, not able to kill the

foul ; but rather fear him,

which is able to dejlroy both

Joul and body in helL

VII. Ch. XVI. 26. T/yap

nSfuv', loir io MO-

o\ov

! ; i. e. For what is a man

profited, if he Jhould gain the

whole world, and
lofe

his own

foul?

VIII. Ch. xii. 50. "Or*

ra K

ca ra t

avro;

The fecond Epijlle of CLE-
MENS ROMANUS to the

Corinthians.

midjl of wolves : Let not the

lambs fear the wolves after

death) and do not ye fear thofe

who (can) killyou, and (after-

wards) can do you no harm;
but fear him who has power,

after your death^ to
cajl

both

foul and body into hellfire.

In the midft of this paflage

there is a queftion of Peter

to Chrift, viz. What if the

wolves fhould tear in pieces

the lambs ? but concerning

this, fee the Appendix to

Vol. I. p. 413,415.
VII. Ch. Vi. Ti

xai tioiMpi)) x.:

Ifa : i. e. For whofoever Jhall

do the will ofmy Father which

is in heaven, the fame is my
brother andfijler and mother.

. e. For

what, will it profit a man, if he

Jhould gain the whole world,

and
lofe

his ownfoul?

VIII. Ch. ix. K) y*> ,1-

W a
Kt/fioj' ubthtyoi /* TO( ticrm,

o* wojavTe? TO S&f* ra rTp;

/*
: i. e. For the Lord hath

faid, They are my brethren,

who do the will ofmy Father.

St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel. The Shepherd O/~HERMAS.

I. Ch. v. 28. But I fay I. Lib. I. Vif. i. . i. An
unto you, that whofoever look- non videtur tibi, viro jufto

<'th on a woman to luft after rem iniquam efle, fi afcenderit

C4 in
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St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel.

her, hath committed adultery

with her already in his heart.

N. B. The Greek of Hermas

not being extant, but only

a Latin Verfion, I judged
there could be no necefiity

of inferting St. Matthew's

Greek.

II. Ch. x. 32, 33.

ever
therefore Jhall confefs

me

before men, him luill I
confefs

alfo before my Father which is

in heaven : but whofoever Jhall

deny me
before men, him will I

alfo deny before my Father

which is in heaven.

III. Ch. xiii. 21,22. Yet

bath be not root in
himfelfa

but durcth for a while ; for

The Shepherd of HERMAS.

in corde mala concupifcentia ?

i. e. Does it not feern to you
to be a fin, for a good man to

have lujlful inclinations in his

heart?

He who conflders that this

is faid by a woman, who ex-

prefsly in the words before

charges Hennas with /in a-,

gainlt God and her, not for

fornication (for this he de-

nies), but for having defired

or having in his heart lufted

after her, will eafily fee there

is a reference to Chrift's

words.

II. Lib. i. Vif. ii. . 2 .

Juravit enim Dominus per
Filium fuum: qui denegaverit
filium et fe, defpondens vitam

illius, et ipfe denegaturus eft

ilium, in advenientibus die-

bus, li autem qui nunquam
denegaverint, ob nimiam mi-

fericordiam propitius fadtus

eft illis ; i. e. The Lord hath

fvvorn by his Son, that who-

foever Jhall deny his Son and

him, being afraid of his
life,

he will
alfo deny him in the

world to come ; but
thofe who

Jhall never deny him, he will

then of his great mercy receive

them into his favour.
III. Lib. i. Vif. iii. . 6.

Hi funt habentes quidem fi-

dem, habentes autem et divi-

tias
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St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel.

when tribulation or perfecution

firifeth becaufe of the word^ by

and by he is offended > he
alfo

that received the word among
the thorns^ is he that heareth

the word, and the care of this

world and the
deceitfulnefs of

riches choak the wordy &c.

IV. Ch. xxvi. 24. Wo
unto that man it had been

good for that man if he had

not been born.

V. Ch. v. 28. / fay unto

you> that whofoever looketh on

a woman to
luji after her,

hath committed adultery with

her already in his heart.

The Shepherd <?/HERMAs.

tias hujus feculi ; cum ergo
venerit tribulatio, propter di-

vitias fuas et negotiationes ab-

negant Dominum ; i. e. They
are perfons profejfing Chrijl-

ianity (i. e. who own the

word) y but having alfo
the

riches of this world^ when tri-

bulation arifeth (on account of

the word)^ by reafon of their

riches and worldly cares they

deny the Lord, or ('which is

the fame) are offended.

IV. Lib. i. Vif. iv. . 2.

VJE iis melius erat illis non

nafci j i. e. Wo unto them-

for it had been betterfor thefe

men they had not been born.

The phrafe is evidently

borrowed from St. Matthew.

V. Lib. ii. Mandat. iv. .

I. Non afcendat tibi cogi-

tatio cordis de alieno matrimo-

nio, aut de fornicatione ; haec

enim paritpeccatum magnum.
Si enim haec cogitatio in

cor tuum afcenderit tarn mala,

magnum peccatum facis ; i. e.

Let notany purpofe be entertain-

ed in thy mind ofcommitting a-

dultery, orfornication^for even

this purpofe produceth a great

Jin. And iffuch evil purpofe

be in thy mind^ thou committed

great fen. See above out of

this book of Hermas, No i.

vr.
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VI. Ch. xix. 9. Whofs-

ever /hall put away hh wife,

except it be for farnicnhin,

and. fhall marry another, cont-

mitteth adultery ; and whofe

marrieth her which is put

aiuay, doth commit adultery.

See Matt. v. 23.

VII. Ch. xxi. 22. M
things whatsoever ye Jhall ajk

in prayer, believing (i. e. as

in ver. 21. not doubting), ye

Jhall rtctive.

St. Matthew's Gofpel PART IT.

The Shepherd ofHERMAN.

VI. Lib. ii. Mandat. iv.

. i. Si permanferit in vitio

fuo mulier dimittat illam

vir, et vir per fe maneat.

Quod fi dimiferit mulierem

fuani, et aliam duxerit, et ipfe

moechatur propter hoc prae-

ccptum eft vobis, ut coelibes

maneatis, turn vir, turn mu-

lier ; poteft enim in hujuf-

n)odi poenitentia efle ; i. e.

If a wife JJwll perfift in adul-

terous
p.r'offices, a hujbandmay

put her away, and live alone ;

but if he Jhall marry another

woman, he cammitteth adul-

tery

Mr. Nye has in part ob-

ferved this place of Hermas,
and fays, no doubt it was ta-

ken from St. Luke xvi. 18.

See his Defence of the Canon

againft Amyntor, p. 48.

VII. Lib. ii. Mandat. ix.

Tolle a te dubitationem, et

nihil omnino dubites pete
fine dubitatione petitionem
animae tuae adimplebit ex

omnibus petitionibus tuis ni-

hil deerit tibi, fi fine dubitati-

one petieris a Domino ; i. e.

Removefrom thee all doubtingy
and doubt not at all ajk with-

out doubting (or in faith), and

(God) will grant thy requejis
all things whatsoever thou

Jbalt ajk Jhall be given thee, if
thou
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St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel.

VIII. Ch. xxi. 33.

parable of the vineyard.

The

IX. Ch.xvi. 18. And up-

on this rock I will build my
Church ,

St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel

I. See above under Cle-

mens Romanus, Epift. I.

No. 2.

II. Ch. V. 3, 10. Maxogtot

The Shepherd ofHERM AS.

thou a/k them ofthe Lord with-

out doubting (or in faith).

VIII. Lib. iii. Simil. v. .

2. He feems to have borrowed

the fimilitude from the para-

ble of our Saviour referred to

in the oppofite column.

IX. Lib. iii. Simil. ix.

The Church is compared to

a tower built upon a rock.

See. 2,3, 12,13,14.

The Epijlle of POLYCARP to

the Philippians.

I. Cap. ii. The words in

Polycarp are near the fame

with thofe referred to in the

parallel column. I only ob-

ferve, that he introduces them,

Mrvpon6<rms at u tlirev o
Kt'^cf

^de-nut/: i. e. Remember the

things which the Lordfaid in

his teaching (or Sermon on the

mount).

II. Cap. ii. Immediately
after the preceding words he

cites farther ; Mxa^t of wru-

rt ctvTuv

tnxev xctio-

i $a.ff\,\t\a, ra

tef e
*^: i. e. Ble/ed

are the poor infpirityfor theirs

is the kingdom of heaven.

ver. 10. BleJJed are they who

are persecutedfor righteoufnefs

fake;for theirs is the kingdom

of heaven.

Ill, Cb. VI. 12. KaJ apt;

ervrr,s,

&eov : i.e. Blejfcd are the poor

(in fpirit))
and they who are

perfecutedfor righteoufnefsfake^

for theirs is the kingdom of

God.

IIJ. Cap. vi. [EJ >
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St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel.
Tin Epiftle of POLYCARP to

the Philippians.

*p
*?'' : i- e. Ifthere-

l. e. Andforgive us our debts, fore
we pray to the Lord that

as we forgive
our debtors; he would forgive us, we ought

and ver. 14. For ifye forgive likewise
to forgive others.

men their trefpa/es, your
hea-

venly Father will alfo forgive

you

IV. Ch. vi. 13. Kalpv tlcr-

ii into temptation.

IV. Cap. vii. As>jc-"i' ul-

V. Ch. xxvi. 41. To

Earneftly praying to the all-

feeing God, not to lead us into

temptation.

V. Cap. vii. KaSwj iliriv o

K'Ji'lO?" To p.fV i&VlVpOt tfffOVVIAOV,

vii)<; i. e. The fpirit truly is * & ?Z VS* : i. e. As the

willing, but theflejh is weak. Lord hath faid, Thefpirit tru-

ly is willing, but the fiejh
is

weak.

VI. Ch. v. 44. np>mvx?ff$i
VI. Ch. xii. Orate pro

wig tut Hnpa&rtm i-pat,
x perfequentibus et odientibus

JUnurrM /*?: i e. Pray for vos; i. e. Pray for thofe
who

them which defpitefully ufe you perfecute you and hate you.

and perfecute you.

After thefe it will not be improper to add, that in the Frag-

ments of the Refponfiones of Polycarp, publiflied by Feuar-

dentius in Irenaeus, lib. 3. c. 3. I find two places of St.

Matthew's Gofpel expounded, or paraphrafed j viz.

i. Matthseus Dominum

dixifle teftatur, quod Moyfes

fcribit Adam loquutum fuifle

hoc modo ;
Hoc nunc os ex

oflibus meis, et caro ex carne

I. Matthew teftifies that

our Lord faid, // was written

by Mofes, that Adamfaid thus ;

This now is bone of my bone,

andjlejh of my fiejh \ for this

caufe
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mea; propter hoc relinquet

homo patrem et matrem, &c.

2. Calicem meum bibetis,

&c. Per hujufmodi potum

fignificat paffionem &c.

St. MATTHEW'S
Gofpel.

I. Ch. xviii. 19. If two of

you jkall agree on earthy as

touching any thing that they

Jhall ajk, it Jhall be done for
them ofmy Father which is in

heaven; for where two or

three are gathered together in

my name, there am I in the

midjl of them.

II. Ch. xii. 33. 'E* y^ T3

x*7ra TO
ctitfyw ywuaKi-rcu : \. e.

For the tree is known by its

fruit.

III. Ch. xxiii. 8, 10. Elf

yy.f ly** VftSi o v.a^-nyr^r^ : i. e.

For one is your mafter.

IV. Ch. ii. 2. E?V' 7*>
itvrw TO* mrdgu : i.e. We have

feen hisjlar.

Ch. xxvii. 52, 53. ^W
tbe graves were opened^ and

caufe Jhall a man leave father
and mother^ &c. See Matt.

xix. 5. and Gen. ii. 23, 24.

2. Matt. xx. 23. Te Jhall

drink indeed ofmy cupy &c. by
which cup he meant the mar-

tyrdom of thofe two Apoftles,

John and James.

The Lejfir, or
thofe

'which are

fuppofed the genuine Epijiles

of IGNATIUS, particularly $

i. The Eplftle of IGNATIUS

to the Ephejians.

I. Ch. V. El yap Ivi? xa< Stv-

T/gy Grgocrsvxy toffOVTW i%v* '%61 '

&c. For if the prayers of one

or two be of fetch force^ &c.

The larger Epiftle adds, ''v.7t

ran Xgtroi>
e auTOj ercttw, as that

Chrift will be in the midjl of

them.

II. Ch. xiv. Qawfov TO &i^o

ra : i.-C. T/?t'

M known by itsfruit.

III. Ch. XV. ETj 5* Mar-

*..*<>$ : i. e. One is (your) maf-

ter.

IV. Ch. xix. 'Arr
lf

?, a
f
*>5'

&%!/ : i. e. Hisjiarjbone in

heaven.

2. Tlie Epijlle to the MAG-
NESIANS.

Ch. ix. The Prophets ex-

pefted Chrift, and when he

came,
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St. MATTHEW'S Go/pel 2. The Epijile of IGNATIUS

to the MAGNESIANS.

many bodies of faints which came, r>/Ef>
avryV s* xpp, he

Jlept arofe,
and came out of the 'raifed themfrom the dead.

graves after
bis refurreftion,

&c.

I. Ch. Hi. 15.

i. e. // becometh us to
fulfil

all

righteoufnefs.
Chrift afligns

this as a reafon for his being

baptized by John.

II. Ch. Xix. 12. 'O ^vtufjisvos

XUfw xufthu : i.e. He that

is able to receive it, let him

receive it.

Ch. x. 1 6. r.WSea <ppoV

3.
The Epijile to the SMYR-

NEANS.

I. Ch. i. Chrift was bap-
tized by John, "W w^puS*
Kcio-at, ^Kxioa-vi/n in avr: i. 6.

That all
righteoufnefs might be

fulfilled by him.

II. ' Ch. vi. "O xuptvv xp^t'vru'.

i. e. He that can receive ity

let him receive it.

j-tpi : i.e. -B^ ye therefore

wife asferpents, and harmiffs

as doves.

4. The Epijile

Ch. II.
<J>fo/xo? yim, us o

o^ij, K
ux.sfa.io;

ucrti
vrt^ytfci'.

i. e. Be thou wife as a ferpent^

and harmlefs as a dove.

Thus I have colle&ed and produced at large feveral of

thofe paflages of St. Matthew's Gofpel, which the Apo-
ftolick Fathers appear evidently to have cited or referred to ;

fo that it will be henceforth manifeft, by a bare caft of the eye

upon the preceding tables, how much Mr. Dodwell and his

followers have been miftaken in their famous notion, that

none of our Gofpels were cited by thofe Fathers.

CHAP.
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CHAP. III.

St. Matthew's Gofpel farther proved .Canonical by the Citations

out ofit made by the Fathers next the Apojlolick Age. Thirty-

five places in
'Juftin Martyr's IVorks produced^ ^uhere it is

cited. It is citedfour Times in the fmail Treatife of Athena-

gorat ; five Times by Theophilus Antiochenus ; above two

hundred and
fifty

Times by lrenausy
in nine of which Places

be is named y feventy-three Times in the Works of Clemens

Alex-andrinus ; and twenty-feven Times in his fmall Tract

entitled, Quis Dives falvetur ? This Gofpel proved Canonical^

becaufe it was read in the Chrijlian Churches , and is in tht

Syriack Ferfion

TT appearing thus, how particularly the apoftolick Fathers
* have cited St. Matthew, I proceed now to fhew,

xhow the

Fathers immediately fucceeding the apoftolick age have cited

St. Matthew ; not as above to produce all the feveral places

at large, which would be almoft to tranfcribe the Gofpels, but

only to lay down the feveral chapters and verfes of the Gcfpel,
with the particular places of thofe Fathers' works where they
are cited ; nor fhall I think it needful to do this, with all the

writers of the firft four centuries, but fuch only as were the

moft early, and are the moft confiderable. It will be enough
to (hew inftances in fuch as Juftin Martyr, Athenagoras,

Theophilus Antiochenus, Irenaeus, Clemens Alexandrinus,

&c. who lived in the fccond century, and to obferve concern-

ing the Fathers of the next centuries, fuch as Origen, Cy-

prian, Cyril, Auftin, and others of and about their time, that

they do in innumerable places cite this (as well as our other)

Gofpels ; for the proof of which 1 would refer the reader, \vho

will take no farther pains in the matter, to the Indexes of the

Texts of Scripture, which are made and put at the end of their

Works by their editors. I proceed then to thofe early Fathers

above-named, viz. Juftin Martyr, Athenagoras, Theophilus

Antiochenus, Irenseu?, and Clemens Alexandrinus, whofe

works
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works I have with this view carefully examined, and find them

very often to have cited or referred to this Gofpel of St. Mat-

thew.

I. As to JUSTIN MARTYR.

A Catalogue offeveral places which are cited out of St.

Matthew's Gofpel in the Works ofjujiin Martyr.

St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel.

1 Ch. i. 21.

2 Ch. u. ii.

3 Ch. iii. i, 2, 3, II.

4 ii, 12.

5 Ch. iv. i, 8, 9, 10, ii.

6 Ch. v. 20.

7 Ch. v. 16, 22, 28, 29, 32,

36 37> 39> 42> 44 45>

46, 47 ; and Ch. vi. 2,

19, 20, 21, 26, 32, 33,

35,45. viz. a confiderable

purt of our Lord's Ser-

mon on the Mount in St.

Matthew''s words.

8 Ch. v. 44.

JUSTIN MARTYR'S Works.

1 Apolog. 2. pro Chrifto,

P-75-
2 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

p. 315. et p. 334. This

he fays he cited us

.VTX, from the

Commentaries ofChrift's

Apoftles.

3 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

p. 316.

4 Ibid. p. 268.

5 Ibid - P. 354- a"d P- 33 r -

This hefays was written

in the aVo^i^oi'sj^ao-* fur

oiTeorfauv : i. e. in the

Commentaries of the A-

poftles.

6 Ibid. p. 333. This he fays
he learnt from the fame
books.

7 Apolog. 2. pro Chriftian.

P- 61, 62, 63.

8 Dialog, cum Tryph. p.

324-
Ibid.
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St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel. JUSTIN MARTYR'S Works.

9 Ch.vii. 15. 9 Ibid.
g. 253.

10
10., 21, &c. IO Apolog. 2. pro Chrift. p.

64. et Dialog, cum

Tryph. Jucl. p. 301.

11 Ch. viii, II. ii Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

P- 3OI > 349 37-
12 Ch. ix. 13. 12 Apol. 2. pro Chrift. p.

62.

13 Ch. x. 28. 13 Ibid. p. 66.

14 Ch. xi. 12, 15. 14 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

p. 271.

15 27. 15 Apol. 2. pro Chrift. p. 95.

et in Dialog. cumTryph.
Jud. p. 326.

16 Ch.xii. 39, 40. 16 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

P- 334-

17 Ch. xiii. 3, 4, &c. 17 Ibid. p. 354.
18 Ch. xvi. 21. 18 Ibid. p. 302, et 327.

19 26, 27. 19 Apol. 2. pro Chrift. p.

62.

20 Ch. xvii. 10, u, 12. 20 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

p. 269.

21 Ch. xix. 12. 21 Apolog. 2. pro Chrift-

ian. p. 62.

22 16, 17.
22 Ibid. p. 63. et Dial, cum

Tryph. Jud. p. 328.

23 26. 23 Ibid. p. 66.

24 Ch. xxi. j, 2. 24 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

p. 272.

25 13. 25 Ibid. p. 235.

26 Ch. xxii. 16, 17. 21. 26 Apol. 2. pro Chrift. p.

64.

27 30.- 27 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

p. 308.
28 32. 28 Apol. 2. pro Chrift. p.

96.

29 36, &C.
29 Ibid. p. 63.

VOL. III. D St.
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St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel. JUSTIN MARTYR'S Works.

30 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

P. 235> et 339-

31 Ibid. p. 253.

32 Apol. 2. pro Chrfft. p.

98. This he fays is de-

livered by the

30 Ch. xxiii. 23, 27.

31 Ch. xxiv. 24.

32 Ch. xxvi. 26, &c,

33 39-

34 Ch. xxvii. 42, 43.

wrr UVTUV

i. C. in the

Commentaries or Books

made by them, which are

called Gofpels.

33 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

p. 326, et 331.

34 Ibid. p. 328.

35 Ibid. p. 326.

II. ATHENAGORAS.

He was a writer of the fecond century, either coeval

with, or not long after Juftin Martyr j he wrote an

excellent Apology for Chriftianity, which is infcribed to

M. Aurelius Antoninus, and L. Aurelius Commodus,
in which, though a {hort work, I have obferved the fol-

lowing references to St. Matthew's Gofpel.

St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel.

1 Ch.v. 44,45.
2 46, 47.

3 28.

4 Ch. xix. 9.

ATHENAGORJE Legat. pro

Chriftian.

1 Page ii.

2 12.

3 36-

4 37-

III. THEOPHILUS ANTIOCHENUS.

He lived under the fame Emperors, and was cotempo-.

rary with Athenagoras j he wrote three fmall treatifes,
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infcribed to Autolycus, againft the enemies of Chrift-

ianity. He made ufe alfo of St. Matthew's Gofpel,

as appears from the following places.

St. MATTHEW'S Go/pel. THEOPHILUS ANTIOCHE-

NUS.

1 Ch.xix. 26. i Lib. I. p. 92.
2 Ch. v. 28. 2 Lib. 3. p. 126. He cites

under the name

3 Ch. xix. 9. 3 Ibid.

4 Ch. v. 44 47. 4 Ibid.

5 Ch. vi. 3. 5 Ibid.

IV. IRENJEUS.

I propofed here, as in the former inftance, to have pro-

duced all the feveral places in IrenaeuS, where St. Matthew's

Gofpel is cited ; but fmce that purpofe, I find myfelf prevented

herein by the care and induftry of Feuardentius : at the end of

his edition of Irenaeus, there is an index already made with,

great exa&nefs, of moft of the citations which that Father has

made of this Gofpel ; I have been at the pains carefully to ex-

amine every one of them, and do not find above ten or twelve

falfe references in the whole. It will be enough therefore to

refer the reader to the index of Feuardentius, only adding two

obfervations which I have made, viz.

(i.) That Irenseus has at feaft two hundred and fifty times

cited or taken pafiages'out of this Gofpel.

(2.) That he does feveral times cite St. Matthew by
name ; viz. in the following places.

j Lib. 3. adv. Haeref. c. n. p. 259. citing thofe words,

Matt. i. j.

2 Lib. 3. c. 18. p. 277. citing ch. i. 1,182.1,

D 2
3.

Lib.



36
St. Matthew's Gofpel PART iv.

3 Lib. 3. c. 26. in init. collat. cum 25. in fin. citing

ch. i. 18.

4 Lib. 3. c. 10. citing ch. ii. 2, &c.

5 Lib. 3.
c. 9. citing ch. ii. 13.

6 Ibid, citing ch. iii. 3.

7 Ibid, citing ch. iii. 7.

8 Ibid, citing ch. iii. 9.

9 Lib. 3. c. 18. citing ch. iii. 16.

V. CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS.

There is indeed a large collection of the texts of this Gof-

pel cited by Clemens, prefixed to his works ; but upon en-

quiry, I find this collection in many refpects fo inaccurate, fo

falfe, and defective, that as I could not depend upon it myfelf,

fo neither can I refer the reader to it. I have therefore made

the following collection, which, though perhaps it does not

contain all the places of St. Matthew's Gofpel cited by Cle-

mens, yet, I dare fay, contains the far greateft part, without

any one reference which is not fairly and juftly made.

A Catalogue of the places of St. Matthew's Gofpel^ cited or

referred to by CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS.

St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel. The Works of CLEMENS
ALEXANDRINUS.

1 Ch ' iH ' 7- I Paedagog. Lib. i. c. 9. p.

123-
2 Admonit. ad Gent. p. 3.

3 Paedagog. Lib. i.e. 9. p.

4 Ch - v - 5- 4 Stromat. Lib. 4. p. 488.
5 Lib. 5. p. 548.
6 Lib. 4 . p. 484.

7 Paedagog. Lib. 3. c. ii.

p. 257. et Stromat. Lib.

i. p. 290.
St.
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12

13

14

15

16

29.

36.

37-

39, 40.

44, 45.

18 Ch. vi. i,2,&c.

19 9.

22 34-

23 Ch. vii. 6.

24 7.

12.

The Works of CLEMENS
ALEXANDRINUS.

8 Stromat. Lib. i. p. 275.

9 Lib. 6. p. 696.

10 Lib. 4. p. 512.

11 Paedagog. Lib. 2. c. 6. p.

169. et Admonit. ad

Gent. p. 68.

12 Paedagog. Lib. 3. c. u.

p. 251.

13 c.
3. p. 223.

14 Stromat. Lib. 5. p. 596.

15 Admonit. ad Gent. p. 68.

et Psedagog. Lib. 3. c.

12. p. 262.

16 Stromat. Lib. 4. p. 511,

5 1 2. et Paedagog. Lib. i.

c. 8. p. 118, 119.

17 Lib. 4. p. 529.
1 8 Ibid.

19 Paedagog. Lib. i. c. 8. p.

119.

20 Stromat. Lib.
3. p. 436.

et Lib. 6. p. 486.

21 Paedagog. Lib. 2. c. i. p.

148. et Lib. ejufd. c. 10.

p. 197, 198. et Stro-

mat. Lib. 4. p. 487.
22 Lib. I. c. 12.

p. 134. et ejufd. Lib. c.

5. p. 88.

23 Stromat. Lib. i. p. 297.

24 p. 295. et Lib. 2.

p. 410. Lib.
3. p. 450.

Lib. 5. p. 553.

25 Paedagog. Lib.
3. c. 12.

p. 260. confer Stromat.

Lib. 2. p. 421.
D 3 St.
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St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel.
The Works of CLEMENS

ALEXANDRINUS.

26 Chap. vii. 13.
26 Admonit. ad Gent. p. 63.

et Stromat. Lib. 4. p.

47 6.

27 15. 27 Admonit. ad Gent. p. 3.

28 18. 28 Paedagog. Lib. 2. c. 5. p.

166.

29 Ch. viii. 12. 29 Lib. I. c. 10. p.

129.

30 20. 30 Stromat. Lib. i. p. 280,

31 22. 31 Lib. 3. p. 436.

32 Ch. x. 5. 32 Lib. 3. p. 472.

33 23. 33 Lib. 4. p. 504.

34 26. 34 Lib. i. p, 275.

35 27- 35 P- 297.

36 32, 33. 36 Lib. 4, p. 502,

503-

37 39- 37 Lib. 2. p. 407.
et Lib. 4. p. 484.

38 4I . 38 Lib. 4. p. 488.

39 Ch. xi. 3, 4. &c. 39 Paedagog. Lib. i. c. 10,

p. 129.

40 12. 40 Stromat. Lib. 4. p. 476.
et Lib. 5. p. 553.

4 1
17- 41 Paedagog. Lib. i. c. 5.

p. 85.

42 < 1 8. 42 Stromat. Lib. 3. p. 448.

43 19. 43 Paedagog. Lib. 2. c. 2. p.

158.

44 25. 44 Lib. i. c. 6. p.

96.

45 '

27- 45 P- 89- et c- 8. p.

ua.

46 28, 29, 30, 46 Admonit. ad Gent. p. 75.
et Paedagog. Lib. i . c. i o.

p. 129. et Stromat. Lib.

5- P- 560.

Si.
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St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel.
The Works of CLEMENS

ALEXANDRINUS.

69 Ch. xxi,. ,3.
9 Stromat. Lib 4- P- 53-

7 Ch. xxv. 34! fa. 7 P*da
f8-

L 'b ' * & "
p. 262. et Stromat. Lib.

2- P- 39 1 * 392-

71 Paedagog. Lib. 3.
c. 4.

p. 231.

72
- Lib. 2. c. 8. p.

176.

73
- c. 2. p. 158.

Befides the works of Clemens Alexandrinus, which are

ufually found together, there is alfo a fmall traft extant, in-

titled, TK o ffu^m^ iirtec-t- ; i. e. What rich man can be

faved? publifhed laft by Bimop Fell at Oxford, 1683; it

feems to have full evidence of its genuinenefs, not only :hat

Eufebius, Hift. Ecclef. 1. 3. c. 23. cites a large piece of it i->

the work of Clemens under this fame title, but that Photiu ;,

Cod. cxi. fays, The Stromata of Clemens Alexandrinus were in

a very antient copy of that Father's works reckoned to be eight ;

whereas now there are but feven : the firjifeven, fays he, had

thefame title
-,
but the eighth differed^ being intitled in feme co-

pies^ What rich man can be faved? The treatife is very

fmall, not making above fixty fmall pages in the Oxford duo-

decimo edition, but contains fuch numerous citations of this

and other proofs of the New Teftament, that I thought it pro-

per to colled them.

The Treatife ofCLEMENS A-
St. MATTHEW'S Gofpel. LEXANDRINUS, intitledy

Quis Dives falvetur ?

1 Ch< v '
3- i Cap. xvi. p. 42. et c.

xvii. p. 46. In this place

St. Matthew is cited by
name.

2- 6. 2
J 3> J4" 3 Cap. xxxvi. p. 97.

St.
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27 Ch. xxv. 36, &c.
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The treatife of CLEMENS A-

LEXANDRINUS, intitled,

Quis Dives falvetur ?

4 Cap. xl. p 106.

5 xxiv. p. 65.

6 xviii. p. 49.

7 xl. p. 105.

8 xiii. p. 34.

9 xvii. p. 45.

10 xxxiii. p. 90.

II xxix. p. 81.

12 xxxix. p. 102.

1 3 xxxii. p. 89.

14 xxxi. p. 82.

16 xxi. p. 57.

17 viti.p. 21.

1 8 xvii. p. 45.

19 xxix. p. 81.

20 xxi. p. 58.

21 xxxi. p. 82.

22 X. p. 25.

23 ii. p. 6.

24 xxii. p. 58.

25 xxvi. p. 74, &c.

26 i. p. 5. Here this

Gofpel is called r0? ti>-

70?, i. e. the word of

God.

27 Cap. xiii. p. 34.

ARC. III. The Gofpel of St. Matthew is Canonical, be-

caufe It was read as Scripture in the ajjemblies or churches of
the primitive Chrijtians^ by Prop. VI. I have above proved

(Vol. I. Part I. Ch. X.) from Juftin Martyr, Tertullian,

Cyprian, &c. that it was the conftant cuftom of the primitive

churches to read the facred Scriptures as part of their moft

fojemn divine fervice 3 I am now to prove that St. Matthew's

Gofpel
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PART iW

Gofpel was always among thefe books ; and that will be

evident ;

1. From Cyril of Jerufalem; who, enumerating the books

which ought to be read in the Churches, and which were read

in the Churches, fays, Among the New Tejlament books there

Were only four Gofpels,
and that all others were fpurious and

hurtful
1
. After reciting the other books of the New Tefta-

ment,he adds a little below, That all others were to be rejecled,

and as not being read in the churchy were not to be read in pri-

vate by his catechwnen No one acquainted with Cyril's writ-

ing, and the other books of his time, can poflibly queftiou

whether St. Matthew is included among the four Gofpelsy

which he fpeaks of, as being read in the churches ; efpecially

confidering that he frequently appeals to that Evangelift's

Gofpel, as facred ; and in one place
b does appeal to him, as

having wrote a Gofpel in tejtimony of the truth of Chrijlianityy

which ought to be credited.

2. From the council of Laodicea, Can, LIX. where it is

declared, that no books which were not of the Canon Jhould be

read in the churches, and that thofe which were of the Canon

and ought to be read, were the Gofpel according to St. Mat-

thew, &c. c

3. From the teftimony of Juftin Martyr it feems not un-

fairly to be concluded, that St. Matthew's Gofpel was read in

the primitive churches. The proof I aim at, is as followeth :

That Father tells us d
, that on every Sunday there was an af-

fembly of the neighbouring Chrljlians, and fa, MrajMnyMmijM*T TU

'A7rcroAw atva.yttvay.BTa.i, the Memoirs or Commentaries of the Apo-

jUes were ready under this word trnpiyHawyupm were included

ra c Non oportet Hbros in Eccle-

^ci.lr
flis leg'e> qm ftmt extra Canonein,

TUy.
"ifi fobs Canonicos Novi et Veteris

virt^- $ Xo,W L .
Teftament '-

Qii*
autem oporteat

- . TV . . v - > V P et in auaontatem recipi, hc&&,+ wry*
xi wa. ^ V funt-fc. Novi Tdbmenti Evangc-

,K p* ciKtynv?xrreii, ton- livini iecundiim Matthjeum, &c.
TA (Mot xara vro< ai'ay.'w^xt,

b
Apolog. 2. pro Chriitian.

Catcch. IV. .22. p. eg.
"

Catech. XIV. . 8.

thofe
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thofe books which we now call Gofpels^ as is plain from what

he faid immediately before, viz. ! rots ytvoptws lit O.IKUV a'iro/*-

lM>ntfjt.asw, a xaXem&t evctyfi^ta. : i. e. in the Commentaries made by

*he
dpoftleS) which are called GOSPELS : it follows therefore,

that the Gofpels, which were made by the Apoftles, were read

in the churches of Chriftians in the time of Juftin Martyr ;

and that St. Matthew's Gofpel was among thefe is moft appa-

rently evident, becaufe Juftin in many places of his writings>

citing paflages out of this Gofpel, cites them as what he read

in, and learnt from, thefe *sw/tw)^9Wtf/44e<n run 'Airorfauv, i. e.

from thefe Commentaries or Gofpels of the Apojlles ; i. e. from

St. Matthew's Gofpel, where thofe words only are to be

found.

ARC. IV. The Gofpel of St. Matthew is Canonical, be-

caufe it isfound among thofe which the churches of Syria re-

ceivedasfuchy andwhich they collected together',
and tranjlated as

Scripture in or near the Apojlle? time. Prop. XV. I fhall only

obferve farther, that the Author of this excellent verfion of the

New Teftament into Syriac (or fome oneelfe) at the end of

St. Matthew's Gofpel has annexed the following teftimony,

which it will not be foreign to my purpofe to tranfcribe :

m \c^>

i. e. The end of the Holy Gofpel of the preaching of Matthew^
which he preached in Hebrew in the land of Pakjline,

Thus I have endeavoured to eftablifh the Canonical autho-

rity of this Gofpel of St. Matthew by various arguments.

CHAP.
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C H A P. IV.

Other Arguments to prove the genuine Authority of St. Mat-

thew'.* Gofpel.
Bartholomew took it to preach in his Travels.

Papias and Hegefippus give Credit to it. The Manichees'

Gb'icdion again/1 this Gofpel. Fau/lus's Objectionfrom St.

Matthew's oblique Way of Speech (ix. 9.) confidered and re-

futed. Other Objections confidered.

BESIDES
the preceding arguments, I have met with fe-

veral other things, which feem to be no fmall proof of St.

Matthew's Gofpel being of genuine and Canonical authority.

Thefe are ;

i. That St. Bartholomew, who was one of our Saviour's

twelve Apoftles, when he went forth to preach and propagate

the Chriftian faith, took along with him the Gofpel of St. Mat-

thew ; and particularly that he preached according to this Gof-

pel among the Indians, and
left

it among them at his departure

from them : and that Panfcenus afterwards, viz. in the fecond

century,found this Gofpel among them ; this is related both by
Eufebius *, and Jerome

b
, and feems clearly to prove that St.

Matthew's Gofpel met with a fuitable reception, and was

efteemed of the greateft authority even in the Apoftles' time.
1

It may indeed be objected, that the Gofpel which St. Bar-

tholomew left among the Indians, is faid by Eufebius to have

been written in Hebrew letters, and that I have elfewhere c at-

tempted to prove that this very Gofpel was that of the Naza-
renes.

To which I anfwer, that as I have endeavoured largely to

prove, that St. Matthew's Gofpel was originally written in

Greek d
, fo I

eafily allow there was a very early verfion of it

made into Hebrew j and this as yet uninterpolated nor enlarged

Hift. Eccl. lib. 5. c. 10. 173.
b Catal. Vir. Iliultr. in Barthol. Vindication of St. Matthew's

Pant*n. Gofpel againft Mr. Whifton, ch.
Vol.11. Partl.Ch.X.p. 17*, r-,V8, 19.

with
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with the Nazarene additions, is what, I fuppofe, St. Bartho-

lomew, who was a Jew, and preached (as the reft of the Apo-
ftles at this time) principally to thofe of his own nation, did

take along with him in his travels.

2. That Papias, who was according to Irenaeus a a difciple

of John, and an acquaintance of Polycarp, intimates very

clearly, that St. Matthew's Gofpel was in cotntnon
ufe

in his

time b
.

That Hegefippus
c
, a writer of the fecond century, wrote

fame dijjertations upon the Gofpel of the Hebrew<s, or the Gofpel

of St. Matthew^ which the Nazarenes made ufe of.
Now thefe

diflertations were wrote either upon the fuppofition, that this

Hebrew Gofpel was the true one of St. Matthew, or that it

was not ; if we fay the latter^ it is then evident they.muft be

wrote with defign to vindicate the authority of St. Matthew's

true Gofpel againft the Nazarenes' copy ; if the former, the

authority of St. Matthew will be alfo thereby eftablilhed, be-

caufe all the credit, which the Nazarene Gofpel had or pretend-

ed to, even among themfelves, was founded upon the fuppo-

fition of its being St. Matthew's ; which, though falfe, yet

fliews the high opinion the primitive Chriftians did entertain

of that Evangelift's writing.

The only perfons (as far as I know) among the antients,

who have made any objections againft the authority of this

Gofpel, were the Manichees : the main and principal argu-
ments which Fauftus has made ufe of againft it, are taken

from the difficulties of the genealogy, Ch. I. But thefe fall not

within my confideration, it being fufficient to my defign to

make it appear, that St. Matthew's Gofpel was received as

Scripture by the primitive Chriftians : one thing only I would

obferve, which feems more nearly to affect its authority, viz.
d that Fauftus undertakes to prove that this Gofpel was not

written by St. Matthew, becaufe of the oblique manner ofex-

Adv. Haeref. lib. 5. c. 33.
<i

Auguft. contr. Fauft. Manich.
b Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. 1. 3. c. 39. J. 17.0. i. Qms ergo de fe ipibfcri-

in fine
; r^^nvai

'

ainct (i. e. E- bens dicat, Vidit hominem et vocavit

vangelium Matthaei) us wnno 'i-
Eum et lecutus eft Euro, ac non po-

X(tr6: .
this dicat, Vidit Mr, et vocavit Me

= ibid. lib. 4 . C. 23.
SfC -

prejjion
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prejflicn (as it is called) which we meet with, Matt. ix. 9.
And

as Jefus poffed forth from thence, he faw a man named Mat-

thew^ fitting at the receipt ofcujlo?n^
and hefaith unto him, Fol-

low me j and He arofe and followed him: " Matthew, fays

"
Fauftus, did not write that Gofpel, but feme one elfe under

* his name, as is plain by thofe very words of the pretended
* Matthew; for who, fays he, writing concerning himfelf,

" would fay, he faw a MAN, and called HIM, and HE follow-

" ed him ; and would not rather fay, He faw ME, and called

" ME, and I followed him ?" But nothing can be more weak

than this fort of arguing, it being a thing undeniable, that this

oblique way of writing is common in all forts of hiftorians,

and that they very frequently do fpeak of themfelves not in the

firft, bu; in the third perfon. It is common (fays Auftin iri

his anrwer to a Fauftus on this head) in fecular or (what we

call) profane hiftories. It is always done by Mofes, and very

frequently by our Saviour and his Apoftles. The many in-

ftances which that Father produces, and which are every
where to be met with, make it needlefs for me to produce any.
He who has a mind may confult the many places in Mofes's

writings, where we find him fpeaking in the third perfon of

himfelf, or in this oblique way of fpeech, viz. And the Lord
faid unto Mofes, and Mofes did fuch and fuch things ; and be-

fides thefe, the places both of the Old and New Teftament re-

ferred to at the bottom of the page
h

. So that this argument
will by no means prove what it is brought for, that Matthew
did not write that Gofpel which goes under his name.

The German Anabaptifts of the laft and preceding century

(perfons very different in their principles and practices from

thofe who now go under that denomination among us) and

tliofe which were called the Servetians, or followers of Michael

Servetus, among other of their whimfical opinions, denied the

credit and authority of this Gofpel. Their principal argu-
ments are, (i.) That the author of the Gofpel has mifapplied

*
Augult. contr. Fauft. Manich. xviii. 2. Luke xviii. 8. John v. 23,

lib. 17. c. 4. 25, &c. John xxi. 24.. Vid. Au-
" Gen. iv. 24. Num. xxiv. 3,4. guft. Trait. 61 . in Joann. et GlafT.

Jerem. xxviii. 5, 10, 15. Jonah i. Gram. Sacr. lib. iv. Trat. 2. Ob-
i. et pu tot. Matt. viii. 20. xi. 19. ferv.-i7.

many
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many prophecies of the Old Tejlament to prove the Divinity of

Chrift. (2.) That the true Go/pel of St. Matthew was wrote

in Hebrew)^- whereas this which we now haw under his na?ri(y

fee?ns originally to have been wrote in Greek 3
-.

To the firft of thefe my defign does not oblige me to give

any anfwer; becaufe all I undertake to prove is, that the Gof-

pel was received as St. Matthew's, and of as great authority in,

the primitive Church, without any refpeft to the feveral diffi-

culties that may be in its contexture; though it were no diffi-

cult matter to fhew the falfehood of their allegation.

To the fecond it will be fufficient to anfwer, that I have

elfewhere proved
b that St. Matthew's true Gofpel was not

originally written in Hebrew, and that it was a miftake in the

Fathers to aflert that it was wrote in that language, there ne-

ver having been any other Hebrew Gofpel of St. Matthew,
but what was atranflation out of his original Greek, and after-

wards interpolated by the Nazarenes, was made ufe of by them

as the true Gofpel of this Evangelift.

CHAP. V.

Concerning the Time of St. Matthew's writing his Gofpel,

Iren&us and Eufebius differ in this Matter. The Opinion

of the latter proved to be more probable than that of the;

former ; viz. that he wrote A. D. XLI. and not A. D.

L1X. or LX.

IT
remains now that I fay fomewhat concerning the tinu^ in

which it is moft probable that St. Matthew's Gofpel was

written; and herein I find it difficult to come to any certainty,

becaufe of the difagreement there is between the antients them-

felves, as to the matter, I /hall firft lay down the different

opinions, and then obferve what appears more probable,

a Sixt. Senenf. Bibl. San#. 1. 7. Gofpt;!>ch. xvii,xviii, xix.^re alib

de F.vang. Matt. Haeref. p. 581. of this walk, Vol. I. Pa;t II. Clu

Vindication of St. Matthew's XXIX. p. 305, &c..

i. The
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1. The firft is that of Irenaeus a
,
who tells us, that Mat-

thew publijbed
bis Gofpel among the Hebrews in their own lan-

guage ,
while Peter and Paul were preaching at Romcj and lay-

ing thefoundations of a church there. Now as I have had oc-

cafion to obferve in another place, though it is not certain

when Peter was at Rome, yet Paul was there in the third year

of Nero; i. e. in or about the year of Chrift LIX. or LX.

as Eufebius relates in his Ckronicon; and to this moft Chrono-

logers
5 and writers of church-hiftory agree .

2. Eufebius in his Chronicon has placed the writing of St.

Matthew's Gofpel in the third of Caligula; i. e. eight years

after CbrJ/t's afccnfion,
or the year of Chrift XLI.

Befides thefe two, I know none of the writers of the firft

centuries- who have afligned any time, in which they fuppofe

St. Matthew to have wrote: -Nicephorus
d indeed has without

any reafon afierted, that it was wroteffteen years after Chri/Fs

afcenfion ; but he being fo late a writer (viz. of the ninth cen-

tury), his teftimony can deferve no regard here. As to more

modern writers, I find they generally credit and follow Eufebius

in this matter; nor do I know any one befides the famous Je-

fuit Andradius e
, Chemnitius f

, and Dr. Mill , who have be-

lieved Irenaeus in this matter. That which influenced the

firft of thefe to his opinion was, that he thereby was able the

better to fupportthe Popifh doctrine of the necejjity of traditions,

and the insufficiency of the Scripture, For if the Chriftians

were without any authentick hiftory of Chrift, and St. Mat-

thew did not write till the time which Irenaeus mentions ; i.e.

till the year of Chrift LIX. or LX. i. e. for the fpace of

twenty fix or twenty feven years, it would feem fomewhat fa-

Adv. Hasref. lib. 3. cap. i.
c

Spanheim, Eachard, Le Clerc,
*O /*i Jt MaiSaroj s TO^ 'E<ep<zo>;

&c -

T^ ifta avruo JkaMxrw xai ye$
* Lib - 2 - c - 45- apud D. Cave

i&^^*fc,WlWr*JTS Hift Liter.inMatth p. 8.
'

, - r y ' Apud Chertinit. Exam. Con-il^ P^r, ^fajfrbe,
x, dl Ti

i

dentt pars j 2g>
?iHi*wru> TW xx.Xijs-ii'. See the f Lib. denuocit. p. 31.
t : uck in Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. Jib. 5. i

Prolegom. in Nov. Teft. . 6t,
&c. I find Mr. Whiiton alfo fixes

w "i',

Petavms ' Dr - LiSht- th
e. time of St. Matthew's writing

twot, Mr. Tallents, &c. to this lame period. Eflay on Con-

ftit.p. 16.

vourable
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vourable to the Popifli fcheme, viz. that religion might be

propagated by mere tradition without any writing. Chem-

nitius, though he well refutes the Jefuit's reafonings, yet

agrees with him, that Irenseus was in the right as to the time

of St. Matthew's writing; becaufe, fays he, it is fit we fhould

rather credit the more antient, than later Fathers. Dr. Mill

alfo credits Irenaeus, but without affigning the lead {hadow

of a reafon, why that Father is to be credited rather. For my
part, though I freely own it is difficult to come to any cer-

tainty in the point, yet I cannot but rather fubfcribe to Eii-

febius than Irenaeus ; i. e. I rather think St. Matthew's Gof-

pel was written in the third year of Caligula, eight years
after Chrift's afcenfion, A. D. XLI. than in the third year of

Nero, fix or feven and twenty years after Chrift's afcenfion,

A. D. LIX. or LX. And for this opinion I (hall offer the

following reafons ; viz.

I. Bacaufe it is altogether improbable that the Chriftian

churchesfhould for fo long a fpace as twenty fix or twentyfeven

years after Chrijl's afcenjion,
be

left dejlitute ofany genuine and

authentick hijiory of the life
and aftions^ of the miracles and doc-

trines ofjefus Chriji. To fuppofe this, is plainly to fuppofe

the Apoftles either defective in their zeal for the intereft of

Chriftianity, or elfe ignorant of one of the moft likely means

to promote it. But I find Mr. Le Clerc has prevented me on.

this head j I fhall therefore omit faying any more on it, and

give the reader a tranflatton of his words :
<c a

They who think
" that the Gofpels were written as late as Irenaeus faith, and
"

fuppofe that for the fpace of about thirty years after our
" Lord's afcenfion, there were many fpurious Gofpels in the
" hands of the Chriftians, and not one that was genuine and
"

authentick, do unwarily caft a very great reflection upon the
" wifdom of the Apoftles ; fpr what could have been more
;i

imprudence in them, than tamely to have fuffered the idle

"
ftories concerning Chrift to be read by the Chriftians, and

<k not to contradict them by fome authentick hiftory wrote by
" fome credible perfons, which might reach the knowledge of

Hift. Eccl. Secul. I. A. D. LXIT. . 9. p. 414..

VOL. III. E "
all
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"
all men ? For my part, I can never be perfuaded to entertain

" fo mean an opinion of the prudence of men under the con-
" duct of the Holy Ghoft. Befides, Matthew has delivered to us

" not only the actions, but the difcourfes of Chrift ; and this he
" muft needs be able to do with greater certainty, while they
t( were frcfh in his memory, than when through length of time
" he began to lofe the impreffions of them. It is true, the

"
Holy Ghoft was with the Apoftles, to bring all things to

" their remembrance, which they had received of Chrift, ac-

"
cording to the promife, John xiv. 26 : but the Holy Ghoft

"
in this matter did not only infpire, but deal with them ac-

"
cording to their natural powers, as the variety of the ex-

"
preflions in the Gofpel {hews." Thus far he; from

whence it appears very improbable, that no Gofpel, which

was authentick, was written before the time which Irenaeus

mentions, viz. the year of Chrift LIX. or LX. I am fenfible

this argument fuppofos, that St. Matthew's was the firft true

Gofpel which was wrote ; and that it was fo, is generally af-

ferted by all the antients.

2. Many of the mojl antient manufcripts of this Gofpel d$

agree with Eufebius, that St. Matthew's Gofpel was wrote in

the eighth year after our Saviour's afcenfan. Thus, for iu-

ftance, Beza a
tells us, it was in his famous Clermont manu-

fcript, which he gave to the Univerfity of Cambridge, and,

which is generally efteemed the oldeft manufcript of the Gof-

pels, which is now in the world. Thus alfo it is at the end of

fcveral very antient Greek MSS. which Father Simon faw h
,

and more which are cited and referred to by Dr. Mill, among
the manufcripts of the Gofpels in the Bodleian Library at

Oxford. See Mill on Matt, xxviii. 20.

3. The old Arabick Verfion joins in the fame account ;

viz. that he, St. Matthew, wrote his Gofpel in Pale/line, by the

influence of the Holy Spirit, in Hebrew, eight years after our

Lord Jefus Ckrift amended in his
f.ejh to heaven, and the firft

year of the Roman Emperor Claudius . This differs but very

Annot. in Matt, xxviii. ult. c Vid. Ludov. de Dieu ad Matt.
k Critic. Hilt, of the New Tdt. xxviii. ult.

part i. c. 10.

little
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little from Eufebius ; for though he fays it was written in the

third year of Caligula, and the Arabick Verfion in the firft

year of Claudius, yet this will prove only half a year's differ-

ence i feeing Caligula reigned but three years and a few

months, and Claudius immediately fucceeded him

4. Theophyhct and Euthymius do
alfo affert this Gofpel to

have been written in the eighth year after ChrijF$ afcenjion ;

the former in his preface to his Expojition on MattheTV ; the

latter in
w
hts Commentaries on the Gofpels^ which areIn a manu-

fcript in the Bodleian Library at Oxford 2
: and though thefe

were late writers, yet their teftirhony is for this reafon confi-

derable, as it coincides with the teftimonies of others ; which

cannot be faid of the opinion of Nicephorus above-mentioned.

5. It may not perhaps be foreign to the purpofe to obferve,

how diligent and careful Eufebius was in collecting his accounts

of this fort
-

3 and that though there are fome miftakes in his

works (which in fo vaft undertakings could hardly be avoided)

yet for the moft part he is very accurate and exact, as a

Chronologer and Hiftorian.

6. What gives force to all the preceding remarks is, that

Irencsus is mojl certainly mi/taken in the very next words to

thefe ; viz. as to the" time of St. Mark's writing his Gofpel :

he faith, that St. Mark wrote his Gofpel ^tra rw ttsrur I'fo^W :

i.e. after the death of Peter and Paul, as thofe words un-

doubtedly mean, and are well exprefled by the old Latin Ver-

fion, poji horum cxcejjum. But this, I fay, is falfe, and con-

trary to the exprefs affertjons of many of the moft antient pri-

mitive writers, as will appear hereafter in my account of Mark.

I know indeed that there have been fome, who have otherwife

tranflated thefe words ; but this has been obferved (by Vale-

fius in Eufeb. lib. 5. c. 8. Father Simon's Crit. Hift. of the

NewTeft. Part I. c. x. p. 87, 88.) to be a miftake, made by
them with defign to fave Irenjeus from the charge of contra-

dicting the other Fathers.

I will conclude the whole with adding, that whereas it

was by fome made an objection againft this Gofpel, that ec-

1 It is cited by Dr. Mill among St. Matthew's Gofpel, in his edition

the Greek, teitimonies prefixed to of the Greek Teftament.

E 2 clefiafticai
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clcfiaftical writers differed as to the time of its being wrote,

Eufebius fixing one time, and Iienaeus another 2
,
it is anfwered

by Sixtus Senenfis in a method, which that learned man

thought would reconcile Irenasus and Eufebius together ; viz.

That St. Matthew fir/1 publijhed bis Gojpel in Judea for the

ufe of his countrymen, eight years after ChriJTs
afcenfion,

in the

third year of Caligula; and that this was what Eufebius

meant; but that the fame Evangelijl a long time after, when he

went among the Gentiles, publijhed it more univerfallyfor the

benefit of all Chrijlians ; and that this was what Irenaeus.

meant b
. But I leave this conjecture to the examination of

the learned in thefe things.

CHAP. VI.

The Scripture Account of St. Mark. There is no other of this

Name mentioned in the New Teftament^ but the EvangelijL

Objeflions to this anfwered. He was Affi/iant to Peter and
Paul in the Mini/fry of the Gofpel. The credible Relations ,

which we have of St. Mark from the Antients, produced.
Peter ufed him as an Interpreter. Afterwards he preached
in Egypt, planted many Churches at Alexandria, and was
one of Chrijl's feventy Difiiples.

/CONCERNING St. Metric, the author of this Gofpel,
\^A there is fcarce any thing left us in Ecclefiaftical Hiftory,
which can be depended upon with that certainty, which one

would wifh for, and have expected in fuch a matter.

In the writings of the New Teftament we have frequent
mention of one named Mark ; and in the writings of the fol-

lowing ages there are alfo fome few things concerning him a .

1 Sixt. Scnenf. Biblioth. Sanfl. Objeft. . 3.
. 7- De Evang. Matth. Hxref. *

ibid. Diflblut. Objeft. . 3.

which
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which may appear credible and material. I (hall confidcr

each diftinaiy.

I. As to the accounts which the writings of the Ntw Tefta-

ment give of Mark. The name is mentioned four times in

the Atts of the Apojlles^ viz. xii. 12, 25. xv. 37, 39. thrice in

St. Paul's Epiftles, viz. ColoiT. iv. 10. 2 Tim. iv. u. Phi-

lem. 24. once by St. Peter, I Epift. v. 13. Relating to

which places I obferve ;

1. That it is generally agreed, that Mark the Evangelijl is

that Mark^which is mentioned I Pet. v. 13. The Church that is

at Babylon elected together with you, faluteth ysu, andfo doth

Marcus my fan. So Origen
a
, Eufebius b

, and Jerome
c

among
the antients ; Grotius d

, Maldonate % Dr. Lightfoot
f
, Du

Pin p
, and many other of the moderns. This is exceedingly

probable for this reafon; viz. that it is the univerfal voice of

antiquity, that Mark was Peter's companion and
ajffi/lant in

preaching the Gofpel, and for that reafon called by him his

fan, as Paul for the fame reafon calls Timothy his fan
h
, and

particularly fays of him ', that as afan with a father heferved
with him in the GofpeL

2. It is very probable that Mark^ mentioned in the Acls and

St. Paul's Epijiles (fee the places above cited) -was thefame

perfen as Mark the Evangelijl, or author of this Gofptl. The
reafons I affign for this, are,

(l.) That the
office of Mark the Evangeli/t, and this Mark

mentioned in the Atts of the Apojlles and St. Paul's Epijiles,

was the very fame, viz. to be an ailiftant to the Apoftles (Paul

and Peter) in the miniirry of the Word. Concerning the

fortmT^ we find Barnabas and Paul made ufe of him for that

purpofe, A&s xii. 25. And though Paul and Barnabas dif-

fered upon the point, yet the latter was for taking him to be

*
Expofit.in Matth. apud Eu- f Hanron. of the New Tcft. at

feb. Hilt. Eccl.l. 6. .25. the year 65.
fc Hift. Ecclei". lib. z. c. 15.

*
Hiftory of the Canon of the

c

Catalog. Vir, illulh in Marco, New Tcft. vol. 2. c. 2. .4..
d Annot. in i Pet. v. 13.

''
i Tjm. i. 2. a Tim. i. 2.

*
Prolegom. in Mu;c, i Cor. iv. 17.

'> Phil. ii. 22.

E 3 an,
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:in afliftant and companion in vifiting the churches, and did

take him. In like manner Paul, who (as
is generally agreed)

was foon reconciled again to Mark, defired Timothy to bring

him to Rome to him, for (fays he) be is
ufeful

to me (or aflifting

to me) in the ^uork of the miniftry^ 2 Tim. iv. u. And ac-

cordingly we find he was afterwards with Paul, Colof. iv. 10.

and is there called Jifter'sfon (or nephew) to Barnabas ; which

is, by the way, no mean proof, that he was the fame perfon men-

tioned Acts xv. 37. it feeming probable, that Barnabas's af-

fection to Mark, as a relation, was one reafon why he per-

iilled in his refolution to take him along with him. But to

fay no more of this, it is plain Mark, mentioned in the Acts

and St. Paul's Epiftles, was an afliftant to the Apoftles ; and

the fame is certain as to Mark the Evangelift, viz. that he

was afliftant, companion, or interpreter of Peter, as will un-

deniably appear from the places, which will prefently be cited

from the Fathers. Unlefs therefore we will fuppofe, that St.

Paul's afliftant and St. Peter's were both of the fame name,

we muft conclude that the Mark, mentioned in the Adls and

St. Paul's Epiftles, was one and the fame perfon, who at dif-

ferent times was with Paul and Peter engaged in the fame work.

(2.) To fuppofe two Marks, one with Peter, and another

with Paul, is to breed confufion where there needetb now, and

to conceive that for which the Scripture givetb not only no

ground, but is plain enough to the contrary. It is eafily feen

how John Mark came into familiarity both with Paul and

Peter; and other Mark we can find none in the New Tefta-

ment, unlefs of our own invention. Thefe are the words of

Dr. Lightfoot
a
,
and feem to me to contain an argument fuf-

fkiently juft, till fome good proof be made that the contrary

opinion is true.

(3.) The author of the Conjlitutions of the Apojlles (Lib. 2.

c. 57.) makes Mark the Evangelijt an afftftant of St. Paul;
\. e. the fame who is mentioned in- the Ads and St. Paul's

Epiftles; and the latter Fathers, as CEcumenius, Theophy-
Jadt (Praef. in Marc.), tell us the Evangelift Mark was fur-

a Loc, jam cit.

named
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named John, and the fitter's Ton of Barnabas, and the compa-
nion of Paul.

I know indeed that Grotius a
,
and after him Cotelerius b

,

Dr. Cave c
, Du Pin d

, Mr. Eachard e
, and others, are of the

contrary opinion, and fuppofe that Mark the Kvangelift, and

Mark mentioned in the Ads and St. Paul's Epiflles, were two

different perfons. The two former of thefe have offered fome

reafons for their opinion, which I (hall briefly consider :

I.) They urge that they cannot be the fame, becaufe the

antients never call the Evangelifts by the name ofJohn, but al-

ways Mark ; whereas, fay they, John was the proper name of
bit/i who is mentioned in the Afts.

Nothing is more common than the miftakes of learned per-

fons ; but I have feldom obferved one more grofs than this ; for,

(i. Though it is certain the furname of him mentioned in

the Ads was Mark, A&s xii. 12, 25. and xv. 37. yet even

the very fame chapter, two verfes afterwards, demonftrates (ver.

39.) that the proper name of the perfon, \ e. the name by which

he was commonly called, was Mark, and not John, The words

are, Barnabas took Mark, andfailed to Cyprus. It had been

ftrange therefore, ifperfo'iis in after ages fhould have called

him John.

(2. It was the common prafiice among the Jews at that time ,

to call perfons by that which was theirfurname, and not the other.

So, for inftance, Simon, whofe furname was Peter
(
Matt. x. 2.

Mar. iii. 16. Acts x. 5, 18, 32.), wasmoft commonly called

Peter. Lebbeus, whofe furname was Thaddeus (Matt. x. 3.),

was always called Thaddeus. Jofes, who was furnamed Bar-

nabas (Acls iv. 36.), was always called Barnabas. And fo I

have obferved above concerning St. Matthew, that he was

commonly called by his furname, viz. Levi, and fo is by
Mark and Luke.

(3. In St. Paul's Epiflles (where Grotius and I think Dn
Pin acknowledge the fame perfon is fpoken of) he is called al-

*
Pro!egom. in Marc. d Loc. inm dr.
In Conftitut. Apoft. lib. 2. t^

r
Eccldlaft. Hift. b. ii. c.j. $,

57- 4-
c Livs of the Apofties, p. 214.

E 4 wa\s
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Mark, and not John ; though our tranflators aukwardly

enough tranflate fometimes Marcus, and fometimes Mark ;

which muil, as many other fuch things in our translation,

confound a perfon unacquainted with the original.

2.) It is urged by Du Pin, that Mark the Evangelijl kept

clofe
to Peter, at the time when the other (Mark) was with

Paul and Barnabas. But this is not proving, but a plain

begging of the queftion, or taking that for granted which is

the thing to be proved.

I conclude therefore for the reaTon above-mentioned, that

Mark the Evangelift was the fame perfon, as he who is men-

tioned not cnly by Peter, but in the Acts and Epiilles of

Paul j and this then will be all we can collect out of Scripture

concerning him ; viz. That he was an inhabitant of Jerufa-

lem, and the fon of a pious convert, whofe houfe was em-

ployed in thofe perfecuting times for a place of the Chriftian

aflemblies for religious worfhip, Ac"ts xii. 12. That he was a

pei fon of fo much vifible zeal for, and knowledge in Chrift-

ianity, as to be eireemed proper by Paul and Barnabas to be

taken along \vith them, to be an afliftant to them in executing
their miniftry, Acts xii. 25. And though upon a difference

"between Barnabas and Paul, about taking him with them to

vifit the churches, Paul declared againft taking him, yet Bar-

nabas
judged his afliftance necefiary, A&s xv. 37, 39. That

notwithftanding this, the difpleafure of Paul did not continue

long, for he appears to -be with him at Rome, recommended

him to the kind regards of the Coloffians, in a letter which he

wrote to them from Rome, Col. iv. 10. wanted his company
another time at Rome, as a perfon whom he judged and found

uf fervice and great help to him in the miniftry, 2, Tim, iv. 1 1.

and accordingly honours him with the character of his fellow-

labourer, Philem. 24. Befides all which, St. Peter ftiies him

his fon ; i. e. one who, as zfon,fcrved and helped him in the

work of the Gofpel, a_Pet, v. 13.

II. I am next to confider the accounts we havefrom tbe an-

ntS) relating to Mark the Evangelift.

}, Thefe all agree, that Mark, th'e writer of the Gofpel,
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was a companion or interpreter of Peter. So Papias % Irenre-

us b
,
the author of the Hypotopofes which went under the

name of Clemens Alexandrinus, and was fuppofed to be his by
Eufebius c

, Origen
d
, Eufebius e

, Jerome
f
, and many others

of the Fathers. Several of thefe add, that he was with St.

Peter at Rome.

2. Another account of the antients concerning Mark is,

that he afterwards went down to Egypt^ where be preached the

Go/pel which he had written at Rome, and founded many
churches in Alexandria^ and made a vajl number of converts to

Chrijiianity. This is related by Eufebius g
, Epiphanius

h
, Je-

rome ', and many fucceeding writers ; fuch as Hippolytus
k
,

Dorotheus ', Ifidorus Hifpalenfis
m

, Theophylacl
n
, &c. all

which I fhall pafs over, only obferving that the tradition of

Mark's founding the church at Alexandria, which Du Pin-

calls an antient and certain tradition^ was always credited in

Egypt, and that Eutychius, who was made patriarch of Alex-

andria, A. D. 933 p
, in his Arabick hiftory of that church

publiihed by Mr. Selden, has not only afferted the fame, but

given us the particular method by which the Evangelift made

his firft convert at Alexandria, and in which he eftablifhed the

government of the Church there. But to return to Eufebius

and Jerome, they tell us that Mark was not only fuccefsful in.

making numerous converts, but induced them to a more than

common ftri&nefs in the profeiTion and practice of their new

religion ; for which reafon Philo Judseus wrote a peculiar trea-

tife concerning them and their manner of living, viz. that in-

tided
ftkfi48iti&*f<ifcjAi i. e. Concerning a contemplative Lift,

Apud Eufeb. Hiftor. Ecclef. 1.
k MS. ift Bibl. Bodleian', npud

2. c. 15. a 1. 3. c. 39. D. MillinTeftimon. Marco prefix,
b Adv. Hreref. 1. 3. c. i. 'In Synopli.
c Eiiieb. Hiit.Ecclt-r. l.G.c. 14.

" De vit. et obitu Sanaonim,
d In Matth. apud Euil-b. Hilt. verfus finem.

Ecclei". 1. 6. c. 7.5.
"

Piietat. in Marc.
e

Hift-. Feel. lib. 2. c. 15.
o Hift. of the Canon of the New

f
Catalog. Viror. illuftr. in Mar- Teft. vol. 2. ch. 2. .4.

co. F He was alib called Said Ibn
aiftor. Ecclef. lib. 2. c. 16. Eatrick. See Mr. Selden's Preface,h Vid. Epiphan. Haer. 51. .6. and Account of the Author, and

"'

Cafalog. Vkor. iiiultr. in Mar- Prideaux's Lite of Mahomet, p.'
cc ? ?7J>2?2f

Ifliall
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I fhall not now enquire, how far thefe two Fathers and Epipha-

nius, who was of the fame opinion, were in the right, in fup-

pofmg that Philo's Efienes were Mark's Chriftian converts;

but would refer the reader to the authors which I have elfe-

where cited upon this queftion, and a conjecture of my own

which I have in the fame place propofed % relating to this

matter.

3.
Another thing delivered by the antients to us concerning

St. Mark is, that he was one of the feventy Difciples whom

Ghrijlfcnt forth, Luke x. I, &c. and that he
left Chrlft an ac-

count ofthofe ivordsof his, Unlefs a man eat my flefti, and drink:

my blood, he is not worthy of me, John vi. 53, &c. but that

be was afterwards reclaimed by Peter , filled with the Holy

Ghc/t, andfa wrote his GofpfL This is related by feveral

of the old Chriftian writers ; but it will be enough to mention

the teftimony of Epiphanius, who relates the ftory with all the

mentioned particulars
6

. Grotius c and Or. Cave d
queftion

the truth and genuinenefs of the tradition, becaufe c
Papias af-

firn>s, that he neither heard norfallowed Chri/l. But to fay no-

thing of what is objected again ft Papias as a witnefs in thcfe

calls, it is cafy to anfwcr to this argument; for Papias meant

no more than that Mark was not fuch a difciple and follower

of Chrift, as to be able to form his Gofpel out of his own

knowledge ; and this is very confiftent with Epiphanius,
whofe account is, that Mark, though he was fent out by
C hrift, yet lefthim on occafion of his difcourfe, John vi. 53.
i. e. altnoft two years before our Lord's afcenfion, and fo

could not be capable to write a hiltory of Chrift upon his own

knowledge I rather therefore incline to give credit to the

tradition, and with the famous Jcfuit Petavius f

obferve, that

there is nothing in the circumftances of time, but what would
incline a perfon to believe he might have feen Chrift; and

though Epiphanius ftiould think
differently in this matter

from other Fathers (viz. Papias, and thole who follow him),

See above, Vol. t. Part II. " Life of S. Mark,*. 1.0.214..
Ch. XVI. P . i , , , &c . Apud Eufcb. Hiftor. Ecclef. 1.

" H*rei. 51. .6.
3. c . ,

Pioieg. in Marc, f In loc . Epiphan. jam cit.

yet
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yet his tradition is not to be rejected, in which he declares

that Mark was of the number of the feventy-two Difciples
a
.

Concerning the life of Mark in other inftances, as alfo

concerning his death, I know nothing that can be faid with

fufficient certainty. The later writers tell us, that he travelled

weftward to the moft defert parts of Africa, and, upon his re-

turn to Alexandria, was by the idolaters there barbaroufly

murdered. But I choofe rather to refer to the authors f thofe

relations, than to infert them. See Dorotheus b
, Eutychius

Alexandrinus in his Arabick Annals c

,
with Mr. Selden's

tranflation and commentary
d
, and Jfidorus Hifpalenfis

e
, who

faith that Mark died, and was placida quieie ftpultus ; and

among the moderns Dr. Cave f
, and Mr. Eachard 3

, who has

tranfcribed his words. I ihall only add here, that there is a

conftant tradition received in the Roman Church, which is fct

down as fact by Dr. Cave,
" That St. Mark's body, at leaft

<c the remains of it, were with great pomp removed from
" Alexandria to Venice, where they are religioufly honoured,
" and he adopted as the tutelar faint and patron of that (late,

" and one of the richcft and ftatelieft churches erected to his

fC
memory, that the world can boaft of at this day." He who

would fee a larger account of this fabulous tranflation, viz.

when, and by what means, the Venetian merchants procured

thefe reliques of Mark, may confult the learned Spanhcim.

Hift. Chrift. Secul. ix. . 5. and the authors cited by Mr.

Selden, Comment, in Eutych. p. 169.

a So he read in his copies of Luke
jc. i . as it is alfo in many others,

viz. tSfatfaoHfo ovo, though in the

prefent Greek copies made ufeof, it fin .

is only ghpiKonst. Vid. Mill, in

Luk. x. i.

b In Synopfi.

P. 38-
P. 166 169.
Devit- etobit. Prophet. &c.in

Life of S. Mark, p. 217.

Ecclef. Hift. b. z. c. 6. . ^.

CHAP.
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CHAP. VII.

"The Occafion of St. Mart's writing his Gofpel, viz. the Re~

queji of the Church at Rome. That it was wrote under the

Direction of St. Peter. The Places of the Antients pro-

timed, in which this is ajjerted. The Tradition fupported by

fcveral Objervations.

HITHERTO
concerning St. Mark. I proceed now to

difcourfe concerning his Gofpel, and to produce the fe-

vcral accounts which we have from antiquity relating to it ;

which I ftiall confider under the three following heads, viz.

I. The occafion of its being wrote.

II. The language in which it was wrote.

III. The time of its writing.

I. As to the
cccajion or caufe^for which the Gospel of St.

Mark was written. This I have had occafion to obferve

largely elfewhere a
, but fhall neverthelefs particularly fet down

here what the antients have delivered to us upon this head.

Papias, Irenacus, Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen, Eufebius,

the author of the Synopfis under the name of Athanafius, and

Jerome, are the perfons whom I mean.

Eufebius out of Papias, and the book which went under the

name of The Hypotopofes of Clemens Alexandrinus y relates
b
,

That when Peter
^
in the reign of Claudius, came to Rome, and

had defeated Simon Magus^ the people were fo inflamed with

lovefor the Chrijlian truths, as not to be fatisjied with the hear-

ing of them, uulefs they alfo
had them written down. That ac-

cordingly they with
earnejl intreatics applied themfehes to Mark^

Vindic. of St. Matth. Gofpel,
b

Hift. Ecclef. lib. . c. 15.
P>. VI. p. 4.7,

a companion
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a companion of Peter's, and wbofe Gofpel we now have, praying

him that he would write down for them, and leave with them

an account of the doctrines which had been preached to them :

that they did not
deftft

in their requeji, till they had prevailed

upon him, and procured his writing of that which is now called

The Gofpel of MARK. That when Peter came to know this,

be was, by the direction of
3- the Holy Spirit, pleafed with the

requeji of the people, and confirmed the Gofpel which was written

for the ufe of the Churches. This, fays Eufebius, is related by

Clemens Alexandrinus in the fixth book of his Hypotopofes,

and confirmed by the teftimony of Papias, Bilhop of Hiera-

polis.

The fame Eufebius, in two other places of his works, re-

lates particularly what Papias and Clemens have wrote con-

cerning Mark's Gofpel ; viz.

The former fays to this purpofe, that Mark, who was Pe-

ter's interpreter, exaflly wrote down whatfoever he remembered,

though not in thefame order of time, in which the feveral things

were faid or done by Cbrift; for be neither heard norfollowed

Cbrijl, but was a companion of Peter, and compofed his Gofpel

rather with the intent of the people's profit, than writing a re-

gular hi/lory. So that be is in no fault, if be in fame things

wrote according to his memory, he defigning no more than to omit

nothing which he had beard, and to relate nothingfalfe
b

.

The latter, viz. the Hypotopofes afcribed to Clemens Alex-

andrinus c
, relate, that, according to a tradition of the former

prefbyters, the Gofpel of Mark was wrote on the following

occafion, viz. When Peter was publickly preaching the Gofpel

in Rome, by the influences of the Holy Spirit, many of the con-

verts there defired Mark, as having been a long companion of

Peter, and who w.ell remembered what he preached, to write

down his difcourfes j that upon this he compofed his Gofpel, and

* This paffage is veiy ill tranf- ing the bogk.

httd by Vakfms, the words Vo- u Apud Euicb. Hift. Ecclef.

xaXtiJ'WVTCj ct,iTU T& ttvevfAoiTOS,
"" 3- c - 39'

being to be referred, not to Peters
c
Apud ejufdem Hift. Ecclef.

knowing the faft, which needed no lib. 6. c. 14.

divine itvelation, but to his approv-
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gave it to thofe
who made this reque/}^ which when Peter knew,

he neither obftrufted
nor encouraged the work.

Irenjeus* only fays,
that after the death of Peter

and Paid,

who had been preaching at Rome, Mark, the difciple
and inter-

preter of Peter^ wrote down what he had heard him preach.

Origen
b
adds, that Mark wrote his Gofpel according to the

diftate* or direcJions ofPeter.

The author of the Synopf.s under the name of Athanafius,

faith the &me as the laft.

Jerome
c tells us, that Mark, the difciple and interpreter of

Peter, wrote a Jhort Gofpel from what he had heard of Peter^

at the requeft of the brethren at Rome, which when Peter knew,

he approved and publijhed it in the churches, commanding the

reading of it by his own authority.

Thefe are the relations of the antients, concerning the oc-

cafion of St. Mark's writing his Gofpel; as to which I would

offer the following remarks.

1. That they all agree, that St. Mark wrote what he heard

or learntfrom St. Peter.

2. That Eufebius makes Clemens Alexandrinus direftly to

contradict himfelf in this matter : for whereas he in one place

(viz. lib. 2. c. 15.) faith, that Clemens
teftifies

Peter's appro-

bation of the Church of Rome's requejl to Mark to write^ as

alfo of the Gofpel written: in another he faith, (viz. lib. 6.

c. 14.) that Peter neither obftruRed nor encouraged Mark in

his undertaking. This is fo plain a contradiction, that I know
not how it can be reconciled. Valefms has indeed attempted
a reconciliation'

1

, viz. That Peter privately approved it, but

not pu'vlickly ; but no one, who confiders the words, can be fa-

tisfied with this. I doubt not but the former place is the true

one, and that St. Peter did approve the writing of Mark, be-

caufe fo many of the primitive writers aflfert it ; and if we
will fuppofe Jerome to have looked into this book of Clemens,
which he cites, the matter will be paft doubt ; for he faith,

* Adv - Ha?ref- lih - v c. i.
'

i Annot. in Eufcb. Hill. Ecclef.

Expofit. in Matt. apuU Kufeb. Hi.. 6. c. 14. Sec Father Simon.
Hilt. Lccld. lib. 6. c. 25. Cm. Hiit. New Tcit. >;ut i.e. 10.-

s
Catalog. Vir. Illuftr. in Marco.

that
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that there it was fold, that this Gofpel was approved and deli-

vered to the churches to be read by Peter. Catalog. Vir. 11-

luftr. in Marco.

3. It feems more probable that Mark wrote his Gofpelfrom
what he could remember of Peter's difcourfes concerning Chri/1,

thanfrom the immediate diftatings of that ApoJUe \
for moft of

the accounts above fuppofe Peter ignorant of his writing, til!

after he had wrote. See Cotelerius's conjedture to the fame

purpofe ; Not. in Conftit. Apoftolic. lib. 2. c. 57. and Va-

lef. in Eufeb. Hift. Ecclef. lib. 3. c. 39.

4. That which is by all writers on this fubject cited as the

teftimony of Papias, pught not to be looked upon fo much to

be his, as the teftimony of John the Elder ; for it is not only

declared by Papias, that he had all traditions of this fort from

Arijlion and "John the Elder, but he introduces this very tef-

timony thus, xa.1 Ttro o
>arfiovrtfos fhsye : i. e. and this the Elder

(John] faid, viz. that Mark, the interpreter of Peter, &c.

5. St. Mark's character, as interpreter of St. Peter, does

not imply that Apojlle
to have been

deftitute of the gift oftongues.

The word l^nviva denotes an expofitor, not only of an un-

known language, but of any thing elfe unknown; and in this

fenfe, Mark was properly Peter's interpreter, as he was made

ufe of particularly to explain to the people, what the Apoftle

had more largely preached. Dr. Cave has another way of ac-

counting for the matter ; viz. " That though the ApoiHcs
u were divinely infpired, and among other miraculous powers
'.' had the gift of languages conferred upon them, yet was the

"
interpretation of tongues a

gift more peculiar to fome than
" others. This, fays he, might probably be St. Mark's talent

" in expounding St. Peter's difcourfe.s, whether by word or

"
writing, to thofe who underftood not the language wherein

"
they were delivered a."

6. There are fome evidences in theGofpels now received, that

St. Mark's Gofpel was written according to the ^preaching or

dijcourfis ofPeter, or that the accounts, which ^ve havefrom tht

i) are true. This I gather from a remark, which 1 have

* Life of St. Mark, p. 114.

elfc-vvliefe
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elfewhcrc made *, and endeavoured to fupport by proper argu-

ments, viz. That there are in the Go/pel hi/lory, feverel very

remarkable circumflances relating to, and infavour of,
St. Peter,

which are related by the other Evangelijls, and not fo much as

mentioned, or hinted at, by St. Mark. The reafon of which

feems to be, that as St. Peter's modefty would not allow him

to publifh and preach them, fo neither would he fuffer them to

be inferted in a Gofpcl, which was to go into the world with

his approbation, and even under his name. The paflages in

the Gofpel, to which I refer, are feveral, that feem very much

to St. Peter's advantage, and tend to his fuperiority or advance-

ment above the reft of the Apoftles ; which as that Apoftle

would decline from in preaching, fo would he not encourage
to be written, and confequently as they are in the other Gof-

pels, and not in St. Mark, feem clearly to intimate to us,

that St. Mark wrote from the preaching of Peter. I have in

the book laft cited, collected feveral of thefe inftances, which,
for the fake of the curious in thefe ftudies, I fhall here fet

down, viz,

A Catalogue offeveral places in the Gofpel hi/lory, which relate

things tending to St. Peter's honour, which are not mentioned

by St. Mark in his Gofpel.

I. The account of Chrift's pronouncing Peter blej/ed, when
he had confe/ed him ; his declaring that he had his faith and

knowledge from God; his pramife cf the keys and of that large

power, which is made to him, &c. are omitted by St. Mark,

though the former and fucceeding parts of this difcourfe are

both told by him. See Matt. xvi. 16 20. compared with

Mark via. 29, 30.

II. The relation of St. Peter's being commijjioned by Chriji to

wcrk the miracle, by getting money out
oftbefijb's mouth, to pay

the tribute money, is told by St. Matthew, Ch. xvii. 24, &c.
but omitted by St. Mark, though the preceding and fubfe-

- Vindication of St. Matthew's Gofpel, ch. vi. p. 4.8, &c.

quent
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quent ftories are the very fame as in St. Matthew. See

Mark ix. 30 -33.

III. Chrijfs particular exprejfions of love andfavour to St.

Peter, in telling him of his danger, and that be prayed particu-

larly for him, that his faith might notfail, is omitted by St.

Mark, but related Luke xxii. 31, 32.

IV. St. Peter's remarkable humility above the rejl of the

Apojlles, exprejfed in an unwillingnefs that Chrift Jhould wafli

his
feet,

which none of the rejl did exprefs, with Chri/fs par-

ticular
difcourfe to him, &c. John xiii. 6, &c. is omitted by

Mark.

V. The in/lance of St. Peter's very great zeal for Chrift,

when he was taken, in cutting offthe High-PrieJVsfervant
1

's ear,

John xviii. 10. is not mentioned by St. Mark in particular,

but only told in general of a certain perfon that flood by,

Mark xiv. 47.

VI. St. Peter's faith, in leaping into thefea to go to Chrijl^

John xxi. 7. is not mentioned by St. Mark.

VII. ChriJFs difcourfe with Peter, concerning his love to

him, and his particular repeated charge to him tofeed his Jheep,

John xxi. 15. is omitted by St. Mark.

VIII. Our Saviour's predicting to Peter his martyrdom, and

the manner of it, John xxi. 18, 19. is not related by St.

Mark.

Thefe are fome inflances of things tending to St. Peter's

honour, recorded by the other Evangelifts, none of which are

fo much as hinted at by St. Mark. I add alfo, that there is

not any one fingle inftance in all his Gofpel, like" to thofe

mentioned, or which tends to advance the honour and prero-

gative of Peter above the reft of the Apoftles ; all which can-

not be accounted for by any way more probable, than fuppo-

fing that the Apoftle did not publifh thofe circumftances

which were fo much in his favour. In this remark I have the

VOL. III. F pleafure
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pleafure to join with Eufebius, and the learned Doway pro-

feflbr, Eftius, whofe words are to this purpofe ;

c <

Why, fays
"

he, St. Mark fhould omit in his Gofpel thofe great and ho-

tc nourable promifes made to St. Peter, which we read Matt.
" xvi. may be feen in Eufebius, Demonftr. Evang. lib. 3. c.

"
7. St. Peter's humility would not fuffer him to tell thefe

"
things to St. Mark, when he was writing his Gofpel. It is

" remarkable that the three other Evangelifts relate thofe

"
things, which tend to advance the honour and prerogative

" of St. Peter : only St. Mark, who wrote his Gofpel accord-
"

ing to what he heard from St. Peter, hath omitted them ;

<c which evidences the great modefty of the Apoftle
3."

Dr. Hammond has another argument, by which he en-

deavours to prove the truth of the account, given by the an-

tients, of St. Mark's writing under the direction of Peter b
.

After he has produced the account, he adds ;
" And of this

<l there be fome characters difcernible in the writing itfelf;

" as that, fetting down the ftory of Peter's denying Chrift
" with the fame enumeration of circumftances, and aggrava-
" tions of the fault, that Matthew doth, when he comes to

" mention his repentance, and tears confequent to it, he doth
"

it, as became the true penitent, more coldly than Matthew had
"

done, only ExXais, he wept ; whereas Matthew hath ^ai wi-

**
xfw?,

he -wept bitterly."

7. It is no fmall proof that the antients' account of St.

Mark's writing his Gofpel under the direction of, or from,

Peter is true, that the Gofpel went under the name of Peter,

and was ftyled the Gofpel of Peter^ being thought to be wrote

by him. This we are exprefsly told by Tertullian c
, and not

obfcurely by Juftin Martyr
d
, as I (hall (hew hereafter.

8. If the word Babylon^ I Pet. v. 13. be putfor Rome, as,

is generally thought by the antients c
, all the Popifh writers,

In Difficil. Script. loca, in c. 5.

Marc, via- 29. <i

Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud. p.
b Annot. on the title of Mat- 333.

thew. e Eufeb.Hift.Eccl.lib.2. c.if.
c
Evangelium, quod Marcus e- Hieron. Catalog. Vir. Illuftr. in

dklit, Petri artirmetur, cujus inter- Maixo,et Hi paffim."

pres Marcus. Adv. Maa-cion. 1. -f.

and
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and many Proteftants j we have then hence a farther confirm-

ation of the truth of the antients' account of the occafion of

St. Mark's writing, viz. his writing from Peter's dire&ion at

Rome; viz. it will hence appear, that St. Mark was with Pe-

ter at Rome, and that he made ufe of him in the fervice of the

Gofpel, becaufe he calls him his fon The words are. The

Church which is at Babylon [at Rome], elecJed together with

you^faluteth you^ and fe doth Mark my fon (or afliftant in the

Gofpel-work.)

CHAP. VIII.

Concerning the Language in which St. Mark wrote his Gofpel.
The Arguments of Barcnius and Bellarmine^ to prove that he

wrote in Latin, refuted. Concerning the Time of St. Mark's

writing. T^uo different Opinions propofed. St. Peter was
at Rome. When he came firji thither ; viz. not till the

ninth or tenth of Nero, or the Tear of Chri/l. LXII1. or

LXW.

ri ^HUS I have given the beft account I can of the original
-*- of St. Mark's 'Gofpel, and added fuch remarks, as appear

to me
illuftrating and confirming of it. I proceed now to

confide,-,

II. In what language this Gofpel of St. Mark was written.

Befides Baronius and Bellarmine, and a few zealous Pa-

pifts who have followed them, I know no one but fubfcribes

to the common report of
antiquity, that St. Mark wrote in

Greek. Thefe Cardinals pretend he wrote in Latin; but

nothing can be pretended upon more weak arguments : alj

their reafoning may be reduced to the three following heads,
which I ftiall briefly refute ;

I. They urge, that St. Mark^ writing his Gnfpel at

2
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mujl befuppofed to write it in the language^ which was mojl In

ufe
there at that time ; i. e. in Latin. But it is eafy to reply;

(i.) That the Greek language was very much known and in

ufe at Rofiu'j when St. Mark wrote. This was the univerfal

language, as Cicero, Seneca % and other writers of that time,

aflure us ; and even the very women at Rome fpake in that

language
b
.

(2.) The converts at Rome were, for the moft part, of the

Jews (as they alfo were in other countries c

),
and thefe gene-

rally underftood Greek, and made ufe of the Greek Bibles.

Grotius's words are as remarkable as true';
" The Jews,

" who dwelt at Rome, were for the moft part ignorant of the

" Latin tongue, but by means of their long abode in Afiaand
"

Greece, had learnt the Greek; and of which language
*' there were fcarce any of the Romans ignorant."

(3.) Hence St. Paul, writing an Epiftle to the Romans,
wrote it in Greek, and not in Latin,

2. It is urged, that there are feveral Latin words made

Greek in St. Mark's Gofpel^ and thence concluded, that the

whole Gofpel was wrote in Latin.

What can be more abfurd ? The argument proves no-

thing, unlefs it be the directly contrary to what it is brought
for. He who was

tranflating out of Latin into Greek, can

never be fuppofed to put Latin words for Latin words. Ac-

cordingly Dr. Mill has juftly made this an argument to prove
St. Mark wrote ni ft in Greek c

; and there are Latin words ia

each of the Evangelifts, as well as Mark.

3. It is urged, that the Syriack, Arabick, and Perfick Ver-

fions affirm St. Mark to have wrote in Latin. To which I

anfwer,

1 Onu. pro Arch. Poet. . 23, gua ; quia Jucljei qm Romas age-
Senec. Conlolat. ad Htlv. c. 6. bant, plerique Latini fermonis ig-

1 Sec Du Pin's Canon of the nari, longa per Graeciam et Afiam
New Tdt. ch. 2. . 4. p. 42. habitatione Gracam linguam didi-

c See above,. Vol. I. Part I. Ch. ccrant, et Romanorum vix quifquarn
II. p. 26. ei-at non Greece intelligens. An-

J Gr:ecevmtem
fciipfit Marcus, not. in Titul. Marci.

quanquam in gratiam prsecipue Ro- e prolegoni. ifl Nov. Teft. .

manorum, ficut et Paulus ad Ro- m.
nanos cplftolam Graeca Icripfit lin.

(i.) That
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(f.) That thefe epigraphs, or poftfcripts, at the end of

thefe Verfions, are of very uncertain authority.

(2.) That the Arabick and Perfick Verfions are generally

agreed, by thofe who have examined them, to b-e made out of
the Syriack Verfion ; and Lud. de Dieu has, by a very inge-
nious and folid criticifm on the Epigraph at the end of the

Arabick Verfion of Mark, proved that Verfion to be very
late.

(3.) That the Epigraph of the Syriack Verfion, does not

affirm Mark to have wrote in Latin, as is generally taken for

granted, but only faith, that he fpoke and preached in Latin at

Rome
;
the words are, j^xico \\^ic He fpake his Gofpel, and

preached it.

As to the teftimony of Eutychius Alexandrinus, urged by

Baronius, to prove St. Mark to have wrote in Latin, I think

there is nothing needful to be faid, he being fo late a writer ;

and befides, Mr. Selden a has largely (hewn that the Arabick

word A-C, Romana, may be very well taken to denote the

Greek language, and then Eutychius's teftimony will be, that

Mark wrote in Greek. Concerning this whole matter, fee

Father Simon's Crit. Hijl. of the New Tejl. Part I. ch. II.

III. It remains, that fome enquiry be made into the time

when St. Mark wrote his Gofpel. In this matter it is ex-

ceeding difficult to come to any clear determination. That

which occafions the difficulty, is the uncertainty we are under

as to the time when St. Peter came to Rome. Some have ab-

folutely denied that he ever was there ; and as they endeavour

from Scripture to fhew, that during the reigns of Tiberius,

Caligula, and Claudius, he was either at Jerufalem, Samaria,

or Antioch ; fo from St. Paul's Epiftles, which were written

from Rome, and that which was written to Rome, all of them

in the reign of Nero, they finding no falutations fent to Peter,

nor from Peter, they conclude, that he never was at Rome b
.

But thefe feem to be arguments too weak to counterbalance

a Comment, in Eutych. Orig.
b See Bunting's Itinerar. tot.

AJex. p.
1 52. Script, in Engiifh, p. 496.

FS the
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the univerfal teftimony of antiquity: there is fcarce any fa&

which is more generally attefted ; fo that for my part, I know

not how to deny St. Peter's having been at Rome, without af-

ferting at the fame time, that the moft univerfal concurrence

of the primitive Chriftians in relating a fat, is not to be de-

pended upon. The queftion therefore before us now is,

When St. Peter was at Rome ? I fhall briefly lay down the,

differing opinions, and then, what appears more probable.

1. The Popifh writers generally aflert, that St. Peter came

to Rome in. the fecond year of Claudius^ or the year of Cbriji

XL1V*. This is well known : the foundation of their

opinion is, that Eufebius in his Ecclcfiaftical Hiftory
b faith ;

Peter, by the direffion of Providence^ came to Rome in the reign

of Claudius, to contend with, and overcome Simon Magus j and

in his Chronicon, that after
he had been at Antioch^ he ruent to

Rome, in the fecond year of Claudius
^

i. e. the year of Chriji

XL1V. Thofe who are of this opinion, fuppofe the Gofpel of

St. Mark to be written at this time, as Eufebius feems alfo to

have thought; and fo it is afferted at the end of the Arabiclc

Vcrfion r
, and of many antient manufcripts of this Gofpel,

particularly one mentioned by Dr. Hammond d
, two referred

to by Father Simon % and thirteen cited by Dr. Mill f
, as it is

alfo by Thecphylacl: s, and others of the Greek Scholiafts.

2. Moft Proteftants, and fome learned writers among the

Pap\fts,fuppafe Peter's coming to Rome not to have been till many

years after-,
viz. not till Nero's reign, and the ninth or tenth

year of that reign, i. e. about the year of Chrift 63, or 64.
The foundations of this opinion are,

(i.) That St. Paul in his Epiftle to the Romans, does not

faluie Peter, though he fpends almoft a whole chapter in fa-

luting particular perfons at Rome, and this Epiftle is fuppofed

VjJ. inter alios Dionyf. Petav. cap. u!t.

R.'.tkrar. Temper. Par. I. lib. v. c. d Annot. in Titul. Matth.
* tv Achlll. Primin. Gaflkr. Epit.

e Crit. Hift. or' the Netv Ttft.
Hilt, k Chronic. Mundi, p. 93. Part I. c. 10.

b Lib. -2.. c. 14..
< In Marc. cap. ult.

* Vid. J-ud. de Dieu in Maici e Prasfat. in Marc.

to
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to be wrote about the year 53, or after, viz. in the end of

Claudius's reign
a
.

(2.) That upon St. Paul's coming to Rome firft, which

was about the year of Chrift 58, or 59, viz. in the beginning
of Nero, he neither met with Peter there^ nor any Jigns of his

having been there ; but on the contrary, found the people there

ignorant of, and much unacquainted with, Chriftianity . See

Ats xxviii. 21, 22, &c. 28.

For my own part, I cannot but fufpeft the validity of this

argument in part ; for it is certain, that, before St. Paul's com-

ing to Rome, there were many converts made there to the

Chriftian religion. The Epiftle to the Roman converts, was

wrote four or five years before Paul was at Rome ; and when

he came there, the brethren met him, fome at Appii Forum,
fome at the Three Taverns; A&s xxviii. 15. yet, on the other

hand, all this may be fuppofed, without any Apoftle's having
been there to preach to them ; for the Gofpel having been

now preached five or fix and twenty years, it is no way iin-

reafonable to fuppofe it (hould in this time reach Rome,
where there was a general conflux of all forts of people. See

Dr. Whitby on Ats xxviii. 15.

(3.) That Paul makes no mention of Peter in any one of

thofe Epi/tles, which he wrotefrom Rome to the churches; which

in all probability he would have done, had Peter been there c

any part of that time.

(4.) That on the contrary, in his Epiftle from Rome to

the Coloflians, St. Paul tells them, that (of the Jews) Mark^

ftfter's fan to Barnabas^ and Jefus, called Juftusy were the only

fellow-labourers which he had in promoting the kingdom ofGod^
Col. \v. 10, ii. This evidently excludes Peter d

.

Thefe, with fome other reafons, make it evident to me,
that St. Peter was not at Rome till the ninth or tenth year of

Nero j i. e. till the year of Chrift 63, or 64. and confe-

a See Dr. Cave's Life of Peter, ad Aim. 6z. p. 4*1. et ad Ann.
Sel. ii. 68. p. 44.7. Cave, ubi fupra. Ea-

" Cleric. Hift. Ecclef. Secul. I. chard's Ecclef. Hilt. b. a. c. 6.

ad Ann. 61. p. 412. and Dr. Cave . 5.

Joe. cit. d
Qave & Cleric, loc. cit.

^
Cleric. Hift. Ecclef. Secul. i.

F 4 quently,



Concerning the Time, PART IV.

quendy, that the Gofpel of St. Mark was not written before

this time, but between this and the martyrdom of this Apoftle

and St. Paul at Rome, i. e. the year of Chrift 67, or 68,

which happened at the fame time. See the teftimonies of

Caius in his book againft Proculus, and Dionyfius, Bifhop

of Corinth, in his Epiftle to the Romans to this purpofe, both

of whom lived in the fecond century
a
. I fhall only add, that

in the fmall tracl: of La6tantius, concerning the death of perfe-

cutors, we read, that Peter came to Rome during Nero's reigny

and made a great many converts there^ and fo formed a church

in this place of the empire', which account (fays Bifhop Burnet

in the preface to his Englifh tranflation of this trat b
), cuts

off the fable of Peter's having been there for Jive and twenty

years ; i. e. from the fecond year of Claudius, or the forty

fourth year of Chrift ; and that in the Arabick Annals of Eu-

tychius Alexandrinus, publifhed by Mr. Selden, the time of

writing this Gofpel is faid to have been in Nero's reign :

his words are in Englifh thus, In the time of Nero Ctzfar,

Petery the chief of the Apojlles^ wrote the Gofpel of Mark

together with Mark^ in the Latin (Greek) tongue , in the
c_ity

efRome, but be gave the title
of it to Mark,

*
Apud Eufeb. Hift. Ecclefiaft.

lib. 2. c. a 5.
b
Pag. 4. Le Clerc, Secul. i. ad

Ann. 68. p. 448. (though I confefs

J know not upon what grounds)

tells us this book was not wrote

(as its editor Baluzius, and Tranf-
lator Bifhop Burnet fuppofed) by
Lactantius, but L. Csciiius.

CHAP,
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CHAP. IX.

St. Mark's Gofpel proved to be Canonical. It is In all the an-

tlent Catalogues offacred Books. Jt Is cited as Scripture by

the primitive Fathers. It was read In their Churches. It

Is In the Syriack ColleEilon, or Verfion. Objections again/}

its Authority anfwered. The lajl Chapter of this Gofptl

proved to be genuine and authentick.

I
COME now to eftablifh the Canonical authority of this

Gofpel, which I (hall endeavour by the following argu-

ments.

Arg. I. The Gofpel of St. Mark is of Canonical authority

by Prop. IV. becaufe it is in all the catalogues of Canonical

books, which tue have among the writings of the primitive

Chri/lians. Thefe catalogues I have collected and referred to

Vol. I. Part I. Ch. VIII. viz. the catalogue of Origen, Eu-

febius, Athanafuis, Cyrill, the Council of Laodicea, Epipha-

nius, Gregory Nazianzen, Philaftrius, Jerome, Ruffin, Au-

ftin, the third Council of Carthage, and the author *f the

books under the name of Dionyfius the Areopaglte. To which

I add the general proof I have above made in this Part, that

the four Gofpels only, which we now receive, were received

by the firft Churches of Chriftians, and approved as Scrip-

ture, viz. the three firft by St. John the Evangelift, and the

four together by Polycarp, Tatian, Irenseus, Tertullian, Cle-

mens Alexandrinus, Origen, Eufebius, Athanafius, Ambrofe,

Jerome, &c. See above in this Part the previous Diflerta-

tion.

Arg. II. The Gofpel of St. Mark is of Canonical autho-

rity, becaufe It Is cited as Scripture in the writings of the pri-

mitive Chriftians) by Prop. V. How largely and frequently

St. Matthew's Gofpel was appealed to by them, we have al-

ready feen ; and if we do not find St. Mark as often cited, it

cannot be thought ftrange, becaufe the far greateft part of St,

Mark's
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Mark's Gofpel, and what is related in it, is alfo related by St.

Matthew. I fhall however produce the feveral places which

I have obferved.

1. In the writings (as they are called) of the Apojlolich Fa-

thers, I have not obferved any places of this Gofpel referred to,

which are not alfo
in St. Matthew, and accordingly fet down

above, as being taken out of that Gofpel, though perhaps fe-

veral of them were taken out of St. Mark. I fhall therefore

refer the reader to the collection or catalogue of the citations

made by thefe Fathers out of St. Matthew.

2. In J'ijlin Martyr's works- the
cafe

is thefame as in the

JpoftoUck Fathers, only one place I have obferved, in which he

cites fomething which is in St. Mark's Gofpel, and not in St.

Matthew's. The place I mean is (Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

p. 333.) where he faith ; Kat TO s*W //.ETWO//**/^ a.v-1* ro ni-

t:'ji 'ita Tut unrorohuv, xa.1 yiypa.ty$cu
i Tot? a7ro/xj^ic>=^aaj> aiiTU yt

yttypetot : i.e. // is faid that he changed the name of one of his

dpoftles into Peter ; and thefaff is related in his Commentaries

or Gofpel. This is not in Matthew, but in Mark iii. 16. we

read, KJ KTE&IXE -ry St'/nsm &/* HIT
for

'. i. e. And Shnon hefur-
named Peter. It is plain therefore that Juftin had feen St.

Mark's Gofpel ; and though indeed this be alfo related by
Luke (vi. 14.), yet it is to me evident he cited Mark, and

not Luke,becaufehe fays it was written s utf^ua^uM^ytf aiirS :

i. e. in his Commentaries, viz. the Commentaries or Gofpel of
Peter, whom he had juft named, and_to whom the word T

is undoubtedly to be referred, and not to Chrift.

(i.) Becaufe Juftin Martyr, though he very often mentions

the t4mf*nfMntnMTa, or Commentaries of the Apoftles, never

once mentions the aVo/w/^E^ara of Chrift.

(2.) Becaufe it is certain the Gofpel ofMark went at that

time under the name of Peter. This I have above proved out

of Tertullian.

(3.) Becaufe
(if I miftake not) it would not be very elegant

Greek to write dv^n^ott^Ta Xpra ; this would be juft the

fame as to call the Gcfpcls in Latin, Libri or Commentarii

i) inftead of Libri or Commentarii de Chrljlo.

III.
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III. IRENJEUS.

St. MARK'S Gofpel. The Works ^/IREN^US.

1 Ch. i. i, &cv I Lib. 3. adv. Haeref. c. n.
18.

2 24. 2 Lib. 4. adv. Haeref. c. 14.

3 Ch. ix. 23. 3 c. 72.

4 44, 46, 48. 4 Lib. 2. c. 56.

5 Ch. xiii. 32. 5 c. 48.

6 Ch. xvi. 17, 18. cited to- 6 c. 36.

gether with Luke x. 19.

7 19. 7 Lib. 3. c. ii.

Note here ;

1. That in the firft and laft of thefe places Mark is citedby

name.

2. That in every one
elfe

what is cited is in his Gofpel^ and

not in the others, except one place which is in Luke.

3. That I have omitted all thofe places where there is the

fame in Matthew and Mark, though there is equal reafon to

^
that Irenaeus referred to Mark, as to Matthew.

IV. CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS.

He has undoubtedly in feveral places of his Paedagogus and

Stromata (viz. the works which are ufually bound together

under his name), cited St. Mark's Gofpel ; but inafmuch as

he has not, that I have found, cited it by name, nor produced

any places but what are in St. Matthew's Gofpel too, I

thought a collection of them would be needlefs ; only I would

obferve, that in his little trat, intitled, <$>uis Dives falvetur ?

he has cited a long paragraph out of this Gofpel, viz. from

ver. 17. of the tenth chapter to ver. 32. TaEo-a p\i It TU KT
Mxo* iuay/ixk; yi'/fonrreu ; Theje things, fays he, are written i%

the Gofpel according to Mark
(
Vid. cap. 4, 5.)
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V, TERTULLIAN

Appears plainly to have made ufe of St. Mark's Gofpel,

and has many times cited out of it that which is not in any

other, and fometimes that which is. I have collected the fol-

lowing inftances.

St. MARK'S Gofpel.

j Ch. i. 2.

TERTULLIAN'S Works.

I Adv. Jud. c. 9. It is true

Tertullian feems there to

cite the Prophet Malachi

iii. i. but it is very evi-

dent he made ufe of

Mark; for he has fol-

lowed Mark's words,

which are different both

from the Hebrew and all

the Greek copies of the

LXX. In the Hebrew
it is, I will fend my mef-

fenger, and he fhall pre-

pare the way *3D^> i. e.

before me ; and fo in the

LXX. <a^ tfffoyu<7ra //,

i. e. before me^ whereas

Mark has it vfi

<r, i. e. before thy face,
and

before tbee ; and in

this Tertullian follows

him, ante faciem tuam,

qul praparabit viam tu-

am ante te\ i.e. before

thyfact) whojhallprepare

thy way before
thee j whicK

are the very words of

Mark, not only differing

St.
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St. MARK'S Gofpel.
TERTULLIAN'S Works.

1 Ch. i. 2. from, but larger than ei-

ther the Hebrew, or

LXX.
2 Ch. i. 24. 2 Lib. adv. Prax. c. 26.

3 Ch. iii. 7. 3 Lib. de Pudicit. c. 21.

4 Ch. v. 9. 4 Lib. de Anima, c. 25. et de

Fuga. in Perfecut. c. 2.

5 Ch. vii. 3. 5 Lib. de Baptifm. c. 15.

Vid. Pamel. in Loc.

6 Ch. viii. 38. 6 Lib. de carne Chrifti, c. 5.

et de Pnefcript. adv.

Gnoft. c. 9.

7 Ch. xiv. 13. 7 Lib. de Baptifm. c. 19.

8 Ch. xvi. 9, 8 Lib. de Anima, 0.25.

9 19. 9 Lib. adv. Prax. c. 30.

Thefe are fome places in which Tertullian made ufe of St.

Mark's Gofpel, none of which are to be found in St. Mat-

thew ; fo that it is as probable he cited this Gofpel in thofe

places which are the fame in it and St. Matthew's, as that he

cited St. Matthew's j and if fo, it would be eafy to produce
almoft half a hundred inftances more.

It would be a fuperflueus tafk and endlefs labour to go, in

like manner as above, through all the writers of the firft four

centuries, and collect the citations which they have made of

this Gofpel. Origen, Eufebius, Athanafius, Epiphanius, Je.

rome, Auftin, &c. have made too many references to this Gof-

pel to require a collection of them j be fides, feveral of the Fa-

thers of thefe times have wrote Commentaries or Homilies

upon this Gofpel, as on the other parts of Scripture j which,

with what is already faid, is enough to evince its Canonical

authority by Prop. V.

Arg. III. The Gofpel of St. Mark is of Canonical autho-

rity (by Prop. VI.), becaufe it was read as Scripture among
the other books offacred Scripture in the AJfemblies or Churches

of the primitive Chriftians. This will be evident to everyone
who
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who will confult Cyrill of Jerufalem, the fifty-ninth Canon of

the Council of Laodicea, as above referred to Part I. Ch. X.

and in this Part above, concerning St. Matthew, Chap. III.

where it is alfo fhewn, that in Juftin Martyr's time the Gof-

pels were wont to be read in the Churches ; and as Juftin did

efteem St. Mark's Gofpel to be a true one, and cited it as

fuch, there can be no reafon to queftion but he includes this

among thofe other aVo/Anjf/.ovei^aTa, or memoirs of the Apoftles,

which were read in the Churches.

Arg. IV. St. Mark's Gofpel is Canonical, becaufe it was

efleemedfo by the Churches of Syria in or near the Apojlle? time,

and accordingly by them in
thofe days tranjlated, and inferted

in

their collection offacred books; Prop. XV. At the end of this

Gofpel in Syriack we accordingly read,

I. e. TJje endofthe Holy Gofpel of the preaching of Mark,

"winch hefpake and preached in Latin at Rome.

Having thus endeavoured to eftablifti the Canonical autho-

rity of this Gofpel of St. Mark, I fhall now briefly confider

that which has been or may be objected againft it.

i. It may feem a very confulerable objection againft this

Gofpel and its authority, that itfeems to be only an epito;ne, or

abridgment of St. Matthew's Gofpel.

To this I anfwer, that were the fa& certain, and it could be

made appear, that St. Mark did tranfcribe his Gofpel out of St.

Matthew's, it would very much weaken its authority, and

lefien the credit of its infpiration. This I have elfewhere

more largely obferved (viz. Vindicat. of St. Matthew's Gof-

pel, Ch. X.), and (hewn how abfurd it is to fuppofe a perfon

under the conduct of infpiration, tranfcribing or ftealing out

of another's labours. The little neceffity there is for infpira-

tion in fuch a cafe, is no mean argument that there was none

at all. What need had a man of the guidance of the Holy
Uhoft, to read and write out here and there a piece of a hiftory,

where
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where he had a mind ? How odd is it to fay, The Holy Spi-

fit infpired one perfonto write a hiftory, and then infpiredaji-

other to abridge it ! i.e. The Holy Spiri.t thought fit at firft

to have fo much wrote, but then afterwards that it {hould not

be quite fo much, but the fuperfluities of hjs firft work {hould

be left out. Farther, as the fuppofing St. Mark an epito-

mifer of St. Matthew lefiens the credit of infpiration, fo it de-

tracts from the honour and ufefulnefs of St. Mark's work. It

is little better than to fay, this Gofpel was ftolen, and the au-

thor a plagiary ; and accordingly Ruffin in the fourth century,

and fome bigotted Papifts fince, have called it Religiofum Fur-

tum, a religious theft, or pious fraud a
. Accordingly Spino-

za b
arid Father Simon have by this very means attempted to

ruin the credit of the books of the Old Teftament, viz. by

afierting them to be only extracts out of larger records no>v

loft. All this and much more would follow, if we fuppofe St.

Mark's Gofpel an epitome of St. Matthew's ; but the truth

is, the world hath been miftajcen entirely in the fact; and

though fome among the antients, and almoft all later writers

have aflerted it, it is utterly falfe, and moft evident, that St.

Mark did not abridge St. Matthew, as I have in another

book proved, by fuch arguments as appear to me undeniably
conclufive ; which I fhall think it fufficient to refer the reader

to c
, with what is above faid in this work, Part I. Ch. XIII.

Prop. XIV.

II. It is objected, that Mark himfelfwas not an Apojlle and

eye-witnefs of what he wrote, but only a companion of the Apo-

Jlles, and confequently
his Gofpel is, and ought to be of no more

authority, than the writings of Barnabas, Clantns^ or any other

companion of the Apoftles. This is urged by Mr. Toland^

Amynt. p. 47, 48. His words are,
" If they think them

"
(viz. the Epiftle of Barnabas, Clemens, &c.) genuine, why

" do they not receive them into the Canon of Scriptures,,
" fmce they were the companions and fellow-labourers of the

* See Chemnit. Exam. Conqil. and c. 9. in init.

Trident. Pars. i. p. 34.
c Vindicat. of St. Matthew, c. 6,"

fc Traa. Thcylog. Pqjit. c. . &c.
'

"
Apoftles,
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Apoftles, as well as St. Mark and St. Luke ? If this qua-

"
lity

was fufficient to entitle the two 12ft to infpiration, why

(hould it not do as much for the two firft ? And if this be

not all the reafon, pray let us know the true one, having

" never heard of any other."

To all this I anfvver ;

1. That St. Mark is not received as Canonical, onlybecaufe

he was a companion of the Apojlles, but becaufe he -wrote under

the direclion of an infpired Apojile St. Peter ;
and who, as Eu-

febius faith, approved the book aVoxaX^J/airos CLVTU T&U &/ATOS,

i. e. by the revelation of the Holy Ghojl
a
.

2. That St. Mark's Gofpel was approved by St. John, as I

have above fhewn ; fee the Diflertation prefixed to
1

this

Part.

3. That it was received by the primitive Churches as Ca-

nonical^ was read in their Aflemblies, and cited in their writ-

ings as Scripture ; which cannot be proved of Clemens, Bar-

nabas, &c.

4. That it contains nothing falfe or fabulous ; which I

have proved above, Part III. Ch. XLI. &c. that the Epiftle

of Barnabas doth, and {hall hereafter prove of Clemens.

It would fcarce be juftice to St. Mark, and the fubjecl:

which I have now in hand, if I fhould finifli it without ob-

ferving, that whatever has been furmifed to the contrary, the

lajl chapter of this Gofpel is equally Canonical with any other

part. The matter has been controverted, and there have been

thofe who have thought it ftiould be excluded from the Ca-

non ; I mean not the whole chapter (as many, Erafmus,

Beza, Drufius, &c. in loc. have
falfely underftood the quef-

tion), but only that part of it which is after the words ipoSaWo

71*5, i. e. after the end of the eighth verfe. The reafon of this

controverly is, that Jerome in a letter to Hedibia, who defired

him to reconcile the differences between the Evangelifts Mat-

thew and Mark, about our Saviour's refurreclion, anfwers,
" That there were two ways of folving the difficulty, viz.

" Either we niuft reject the teftimony of Mark, which is in

* Hift. Ecclef. lib. 2. c. 15.
"
few

-
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"
few copies of his Go/pel, almojl all the Greek copies wanting

(f this
fettion

in the end of his Gofpel,
befides that itfeems dif-

li
ferentfrom, and contrary to, the accounts of the other Evan-

"
gelijls, &c

a." (The other anfwer I need not mention.)

And befides Jerome, Gregory Nyflene fays, this laft feclion

was wanting in feveral, and thofe
the mojl exafl copies

b
. Be-

fides, Father Simon declares c
, that he faw two antient Greek

manufcripts in the French King's library, and one in Mon-
fieur Colbert's, in each of which was inferted a note in Greek

to this purpofe, that what followed after, ver. 8. in this laft

chapter of Mark, was only to be found infome copies. Dr. Mill

has mentioned fome old Greek Scholiafts, viz. Euthymius,
Victor Antiochenus, and an anonymous writer, who fays the

fame d
. But to all this I anfwer, and will endeavour to (hew,

that this laft part of the Gofpel of St. Mark is equally authen-

tick with the reft
;

for

1. Though Jerome fays, this feclion was not in moft of

the Greek copies of this Gofpel, yet he himfclffeems not to have

rejected it, becaufe he endeavours afterwards to reconcile Mat-

thew and Mark together.

2. Becaufe Irenasus (lib. 3. c. n.) has cited the nineteenth

verfe of this chapter, ^vhich is the
lajt except one, and intro-

duces it thus ; In fine aittem Evangelii ait Marcus : from

whence it is evident, that the whole chapter was in his copy
of Mark.

3. Atharjafms
c and Auftin f have alfo cited this part of St.

Mark's Gofpel.

*
Hujns quaeftionis duplex eft fo- obfervedafter Combf.ffnts, ivl.

f _.

lutio : aut enim non recipimus Mar- liflied them, and Dr. Cave's Hift.
ci teltimonuim, quod in raris fertur Liter, p. 44.3, that thofe two ora-

evangeliis, omnibus Grascis libris /wj,deRdurreaioneChrifti, under

pxne hoc capitulum in fine non ha- the name of Gregory Nj/ene, were
bentibus

; praeii'itim quum diveri'a madebyHeJychiusfiierojclymitanus.
atque contraria evangeiirtis cxtois c Crit. Hilt, of the New Teft.
nan-are videatur : aut hoc relpon- Part i. c. n.
dendum, quod uterque verum dixe- d Loc. jam cit.

rit, &c. Epilt. ad Hedib. qu. 3.
c In Synopf.

h
Apud Mill. Not. in Marc. ( De Coniinf. Evang. 1. 3. c.

xvi. 8. et Fabric. Cod. Apocr. 24.
Nov. Telt. torn, i . p. 326. who has

VOL. III. G ,. All
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4. All the Greek manuscripts which are in the world, have

this part of St. Mark's Gofpel. Erafmus a and Beza b
declare*

it was in all the antient manufcripts which they had feen.

5. All the antient Verfions extant, Syriack, Latin, and (as I

find by De Dieu's Commentary) Aralick, have it.

6. Grotius c well argues, that it was very improbable St.

Mark would omit the hijlory of our Saviour's refurreclion,

which is one of themojl conjiderable parts of the Gofpel hijlory.

7. The fame learned critick affigns this probable reafon of

this fe&ion being wanting in fome Greek copies, viz. // was

left
out with defign, becaufe itfeemed to contradict St. Matthew,

that Porphyry, Julian, andfuch others, might not take occajion

thence to ridicule the Gofpel, as Mr. Fabricius d
, who follows

Grotius, well obferves, and adds, that it is a cafe like what

happened to thofe words (Mar. xiii. 32.) a'2i o vlos, neither the

Son, that they might the better evade the force of the Arian

objections.

Annot. inMar.xvi. 14.
< Cod. Apocr. Nov. Teftam.

* Annot. in Mar. xvi. 9. Par. i. p. 337.
c Annot. in Mar. xvi. i .

CHAP.
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CHAP. X.

TJ}e Scripture Accounts of St. Luke. The Accounts of Lim

from Antiquity, viz, that be was born at Antloch. Argu-
ments to prove that he ivas not a Jew. He was a Phyji-

clan. Of his painting. He was one ofCbri/i's Seventy

Difclples.
An Objection to this anfwered. St. Luke was

St. Paul's Companion and AJJiJlant. Was acquainted with

federal of the Apojlles. Concerning his Death.

IN
treating of this Gofpel, I fhall endeavour to proceed in

the fame method as in the preceding Gofpel ; \\-L.JirJl to

givefame account of the author, and then of his Gofpel.

As to St. Luke, the author of this Gofpel, I fhall diftin&ly

confider,

I. What is faid of him in the writings of the New Tefta-

ment.

II. What is related concerning him in the antient writings

of the Chriftians, which is credible.

I. As to what isfaid of St. Luke the Evangelijl in the writ-

ings of the New Tejlament. The name is mentioned, Col. iv.

14. Luke the beloved phyfician and Demas greet you. 2 Tirn.

iv. ii. Only Luke Is with me. Philem. 24. Marcus, Arijlar-

chns, Demas, Lucas, my fellow-labourers. Concerning which

places I obierve, that it has been generally fuppofed by antient

and modern writers, that Luke the Evangelift, or author of

the Gofpel, is the perfon meant in each ofthofe places. Eraf-

mus a
indeed, and after him Calvin b

, fuppofe another perfon

meant, Col. iv. 14. by Luke the beloved phyfician. The whole

foundation of their opinion is, that it would have been need-

lefs for Paul to have given him the diftinguifhing character of

a phyfician, he being a perfon more known thaa to need fuch

a mark of diftin&ion; and that it is much more reafonable to

1 Annot. in CD!, iv. 14.
k In eund. loc.

G 2 fuppofe
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fuppofe St. Paul would have called him here, as he does elfe-

where, his companion, or fellow-labourer. But to this it may

be anfwered ;

1. That there was no reafon, why St. Paul fhould not give

him this title, if it belonged to him.

2. That it is certain, Luke the Evangelift was now with

St. Paul at Rome, when he wrote this Epiftle from thence to

the Coloflians.

3. That he is named together with Demas in this place, as

well as the others, about which there is no difpute.

4. That he is generally faid to have been a phyfician in the

antient writings.

Although there are no other places in the New Teftament,

in which we meet with the name of Luke, yet there are two

places, in which it has been thought that St. Paul referred to

him, viz.

(i.) That, Rom. xvi. 21. Timotheusy my work-fellowy
and

Lucius , and Jafon, and Sofipater^ my kinfmen^ falute you. Some

of the antients (as Origen
a

faith) thought this Lucius to be

Luke the Evangelljl^ who wrote the Gofpel ; and that his name

received this little alteration according to the peculiar idiom of

the country. Sixtus Senenfis feems to have been of the fame

opinion
b
; but this opinion feems evidently precarious, it being

unaccountable that Paul ftiould call the fame perfon by two

fuch different names.

(2.) The perfon intended by St. Paul, 2 Cor. viii. 18. in

thofe words, JVe have fent the brother, whofe praife is in the

Gofpel, throughout all the Churches, is fuppofed by moft of the

antient and modern writers to have been Luke the Evangelift.

So Origen
c
, Jerome

d
, and the interpolator of the Epiftles of

Ignatius
e
, among the antients ; Sixtus Senenlis f

, Grotius g
,

* In Epift. ad Rom. xvi. zi.

torn. 3. fol. MI. Sed et Lucium
-.rhibcnf qxudam efle Lucam, cjui

i
Iblejnt uomina intmlum lecundum

patriam declinationem, interdum
etiam itcunduui Gixcain Roma-
uamque piofem.

angelium Icripfit, pro co quod Epift. ad Paulin. et Prxf. in Coni.
Matth.

Epift. adEphef. . i$.
Loc. jam cit.

Annot. in 2 Cor. viii. 18.

Bibl. Sana. lib. i.jnLuc.
Prsefat. in Luc.

Catalog. Vir. illurtr. in Luc.

Dr.
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Dr. Hammond % Dr. Cave b
, Dr. Whitby

c
, aftd many

others ; although Chryfoftom, and fome of the antients, fol-

lowed herein by Calvin a
,
and others, fuppofe that Barnabas

was the perfon meant ; and Dr. Lightfoot endeavours largely

to prove it was neither, but Mark the Evangelift
c

.

II. The credible accounts wind) we havefrom antiquity >
con-

cerning this Evangeli/l^ are very (hort and imperfedt. I have

collected what has fallen within my obfervation, under the

following heads.

i. Many of the antients tell us, that St. Luke was born at

Antwch in Syria. So Eufebius f
; He was of afamily of An-

tiocb. Jerome Sj He was a phyfician of Antioch. DorotheuS

Tyrius
h
, and Theophylacl *, &c. fay the fame. This tradi-

tion is fo much the more probable, as it is certain that St.

Luke was not a Jew ; and this appears to me certain :

(i.) Becaufe St. Luke, in his Hiftory of the Attsofthe

Apoftles (Ch. i. 19.), fpeaking of the field, which was purchafed
with the money for which Judas fold our Saviour, fays, it was
called Aceldama lv

TJ>
J&a ^ateWw ainu* : i. e. in THEIR own

language ; which plainly intimates, that the Syriack, or Syro-

Chaldaick, i. e. the peculiar dialect of the Jews was not His

language.

(2.) Becaufe St. Paul diftinguifhes him from thofe who
were of the circumcifion, Col. iv. 10, u. compared with 14.

He faith, that Marcus, Ariftarchus, and Jefus called Juftus,

were the onlyfellow-labourers of the circumcifion who were with

him ; yet it is plain that Epaphras, Demas, and Luke, were

fellow-labourers^ that were then with him j wherefore thefe

were not of the circumcifion.

Paraphr. ejufdem loci. 'Amop^ta?. Hift. Eccl. lib. 3. 0.4.
Life of St. Luke, . z. p.az3. B

Catalog. Viror. illultr. in Lu-
In 2 Cor. viii. 18. ca, et Praetat. in Comment, ad
In eund. loc. Matth.
Hai'mon. of the New Teft. ' jn Synopf.

year 56.^ - ,,
' Prefat. in Luc.

f
TO ^cs

(30
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(3.) It was an obfervation among the antients, as it has

been among many more modern writers, that St. Luke's Gof-

pcl and Afls are written in very pure and elegant Greek. He

was well acquainted with the Greek language^ as appears by

his writings>hys Jerome
3

; and in another place
b he tells us,

that he was more fkilful in the Greek language 'than any of the

Evangelijls, and would rather forbear tranjlating a Hebrew

word, than do it in Greek,, which was not pure and elegant.

Ifidorus Hifpalenfis ftiles him learned in the Greek tongue
c

;

and among the modern?, to omit all others, Dr. Cave d has

cxprefled the common opinion of learned men thus ;
u He

44
all along exprefles himfelf in a vein < f purer Greek, than is

" to be found in the other writers of the holy ftory. Indeed,
"

being born and bred at Antioch (than which no place more
4t famous for oratory and eloquence), he could not but carry
"

away a great fliare of the native genius of" that place, though
" his ftile is fometimes allayed with a tang of the Syriack and
" Hebrew dialect." All this proves St. Luke not to have

been a Jew ; and accordingly it was a commonly received

tradition in the fifth or fixth century, that he was a profelyte

to the Jevvifh religion, and ignorant of the Hebrew language,

which (if we will credij Theophylacl
e

)
he afterwards went to

Jerulalem to learn.

2. It is conftaritly affirmed by the antients, that St. Luke

the Evangeltft was a phyfician. So we read in the places

above-cited of Eufebius, Jerome, Dorotheus Tyrius, Ifido-

rus Hifpalenfis, and many others; and I have above obferved,

that he feems to be the perfon whom Paul, Col. iv. 14. calls

the beloved Phyftcian. This (as Dr. Cave well obferves f

)

does by no means prove the dignity of his birth and fortune;

this art being in thofe days generally managed by fjrvants.

Upon which account, Grotius &
fuppofes Luke to have been

brought a fervant from Antioch to Rome, and there to have

pradiifed phyfick. Concerning his fkill in paiming, and the

Catalog. Vir. illuftr. in Luca. d Life of Sr. Luke, . 5.
b

Epift. ad D;imaf. e Pnefat. in Luc.
c De vit. et obit. Sector, lib. i .

f Liie of St. Luke, ^. z .

p. 5^9. Oithodoxogr. Vol.1. l Anna, in Luc. i.

feveral
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feveral pictures which he drew of the Virgin Mary/fb much

talked of by the Papifts, I fhall fay nothing, all this appearing

to be the fiction of later ages. The firft time I find any men-

tion of it, is in the beginning of the fixth century, when The-

odore Lector tells us a
, that Eudocia, the wife of the Emperor

Theodofius Junior, fent from her exile at Jerufalem (about

the year of Chrift, 448) the image, or picture of the Virgin to

Pulcheria, the Emperor's fifter, which was painted by Luke

the Apoftle. The Papifts tell us of feveral of thefe at K ome

and Conftantinople, and furprizing miracles wrought by them.

See Monf. Durant de Ritibus Ecclef. Cathol. lib. I. c. 5.

P-35-

3. It is probable, St. Luke was one of thofe feventy difcifks^

which our Saviour fent forth ; Luke x. I, C5V. This is af-

ferted by feveral of the primitive writers j fo Origen
h

, Epi-

phanius , Hippolitus
d
, &c. and fhould not, I think, without

fome cogent reafons to the contrary, be rejected as falfe. I

know indeed, that Dr. Cave e,Du Pin f
,
and others, have op-

pofed the tradition; becaufe,in the beginning of his Gofpel, he

fays, he wrote not what he was an eye-witnefs of, and had

feen, but that which he had learned from ethers. But to this

I would reply ;

That if we fuppofe St. Luke to have been one of the fe-

venty difciples, it does not thence follow, that he muft needs

be acquainted with, and have perfonally feen, all which he

wrote concerning Chrift. But on the contrary, the very

fuppofition excludes him from a great deal of perfonal know-

ledge of Chrift's actions, partly as the feventy were not chofen

by Chrift till the laft year of his miniftry, and partly as their

being fent abroad, neceflarily prevented their perfonal know-

ledge of what Chrift and his difciples did, during that fpace.

St. Luke, therefore, might have been one of the feventy dif-

* Colleftan. lib. i. ipfo initio.
c Haeref. 51. . n.

b
Dialog, de rcfta fide. That d MS. in Btbl. Bodleian, apiid

dialogue has been quejlioned; and Mill. Prsef". in Luc.

though Wetftentus conta.ds for its
c Life of Luke, . z.

genuinenffs,yet, I think, it is gene-
f Hid. ot" Can. of New Teft.

rally agreed not to belong to Orige>.\ Ch. 2. . 5.

Cave's Hift. Liter. Vol. i. p. 84.

G 4 ciples
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ciples of Chrift, though he was not fo long or fo much with

Chrift, as to be able to write a hiftory of Chrifl's life and

a&ions from his own perfonal knowledge. This feems to

me a much better folution of the difficulty, than that which

Dr. Whitby has attempted, vainly endeavouring to prove,

that St. Luke's preface Jheius him to have been an eye-witnefs

of all that he wrcte^ than which nothing can be more repug-

nant to the plain conftru&ion of the words a
.

4. St. Luke was for a long time the conjlant companion of
St. Paul in his travels^ and bis

ajjijlant
in the work of the mi-

ni/try. This is proved both from the New Teftament, and

the Fathers. In the Afts of the Apojlles, (xvi. 10, &c.) which

book, at prefent I (hall take for granted, was written by Luke,

we find him accompanying St. Paul in his voyage from Troas

to Macedonia ; for he fpeaks there in the firft perfon plural*

Immediately we endeavoured to go into Macedonia ; and ver. II.

Therefore loofingfrom Troas, we came ^uith ajirait courfe^
&c.

and ver. 13. On thefabbath we went out of the city, and we fat

down, andwefpake to the women, See ver. 16, 17, &c. The
twentieth and twenty firft chapters tell us of Luke's accom-

panying Paul to Jerufalem, as the twenty feventh does of his

going along with him to Rome ; and accordingly St, Paul in

feveral of his Epiftles, written from Rome, mentions St.

Luke, as being with him there. See the places above. No-

thing is more commonly affirmed by the antients ; as Ire-

nasus
b
, Eufebius , Jerome

d
, Ifidorus Hifpalenfis

e
, &c. nor

has it, that I know of, ever been queftioned.

5. St. Luke was acquainted with feveral of the Apojlles.

This indeed fcems neceifarily to follow, from his having been

one of the feventy difciples, and the companion of St. Paul at

Jerufalem, and fo many other places. Eufebius exprefsly tells

us f

, that he lived a long time with Paul^ and was intimately

acquainted with the rejf of the Apojlles. The fame we find

alfo in Dorctheus Tyrius s.

Praef. on Luke. Orthodoxograph. Vol. I. p. 599.
Adv. Hseref. lib. 3. c. 14. r Loc ;am cit- To?? Ao^o?? R a
-lilt. Eccl. lib 3 c. 4. vaffous ^ ^wte* ^.Ws.
Catalog. Vir Illulhr. in Luc. / ft s f

-

LJe vir. et obit. Sandor. inter

6. Epi.
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6. Epiphanius fays, that he preached the Gofpel in Dal-

matia, France, Italy and Macedonia 4
.

7. Concerning his death there is fcarce any thing certain.

Jerome" tells us, that he lived eighty four years, never mar-

ried^ was buried at Conjiantinople? being brought thither (viz.

his bones and reliques, together with thofe of the Apoftle An-

drew) In the twentieth year of Conjiantius^ from Achaia. Do-
rotheus fays , he died and was buried at Ephefus, and that his

reliques were broughty with thofe of Timothy and Andrew, to

Ccnjlantinople^ in the time of Conjiantius. Ifidorus Hilpalenfis*
1

alfo relates the account of his bones being tranjlated to Con-

Jiantinopley but will have it to have been in the time of Con-

ftantine, not Conftantius ; and that he died in the feventy
fourth year of his age, and was buried in Bithynia. Aldhel-

mus % an abbot of Malmfbury, in the year 680, tells us like-

wife that he lived to the age of feventy four, and then died in

an unmarried ftate, and that Conftantine brought his bones to

Conftantinople. Concerning the manner of his death I have

met with nothing, but that Nicephorus relates f his being

hanged upon an olive-tree in Greece ; and Hippolitus
g
, that

according to fome, he was burnt, according to others, was

crucified upon an olive-tree. Some later difputes about St.

Luke's body among the Papifts, fee in Spanheim. Hiftor.

Chrift. Secul. xv. p. 1336. Hitherto concerning St. Luke.

* Haeref. 51. . n. thodoxosraph. Vol. II. p. 1690.
b

Catalog. Vir. Illuftr. inLuca. f Lib" 2. c. 4-3- & D. Cave's
c In Synopf. Life of St. Luke, . 3.
d De vit. et obit. Sanftor. inter E MS. in Bibl. Bodleian, apud

Orthodoxograph. Vol. I. p. 599. Mill. Procem. in Luc.
e De laudib. Virginit. inter Or-

CHA?.



Of St. Luke's Gofpel. PART I v,

CHAP. XI.

Of St. Lute's Gofpel. It was wrote from the information of

the Apojlles^ and other Eyt-wttneJJes of ChriJFs Aclions.

jflfo
under the Direflion flnd Approbation of St. Paul. Tie

Defign of it to confute the Apocryphal Gofpels.
An Enquiry

into the Time of its being written.

I
PROCEED now to give feme account of that Gofpel

which we have under tne name of St. Luke. Concern-

ing which, I obferve,

1. That the Evangeliji wrote it from the informations and

relations of tbefe,
who were eye-witnejfis cf the things which it

contains. For though we cannot yet take his own teftimony

in the matter, (who ch. i. 2. faith, he wrote the things, which

were delivered unto him by thofe,
who from the beginning were

eye-witnejji's
and minijhrs of the word) yet there is fo much

other evidence of the truth of the fad, that it cannot with any
reafon be difputed. Ireii2eus a

faith, that Luke has delivered

to us, what the Apoftles delivered to him. This Tertullian calls

authenticam paraturam
b
j i.e. authentic^ intelligence, or fuf-

ficicnt and credible
infer/nations,

out of which he compiled his

Gofpel. Eufebius teftifies, that he converfed intimately with

the rfpofllis,
and that he

left
the doclrines ofcuring fouls, which

be learned from them, in two divinely infpired volumes. To
the fame purpofe with all thefe, Jerome faith, that Luke wrote

not only what he learnt from Paul, but the other Apoftles
d
.

This tradition receives no fmall confirmation from St. Luke's

having been one of the feventy difciples, and fo much with

St. Paul at Jerufalem, and elfewhere, that it cannot without

* A^v. Haeref. lib. 3. c. 14. Ea d
Catalog. Vir. Illviftr. in Luca.

iir ab iisciidicrrat, tradidit r.obis. Non fblu;n a Paulo didicifle Evan-
" Adv. Mzrcion.lib. 4. c. 2. eelium led a caeteris Apoftolis.

Hift. Eccl. lib. 3. c. 4 .

manifeft
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manifeft abfurditybe fuppofed, that he knew none of the Apo-

ftles, or learnt nothing from them.

2. It is probable that St. Luke's Gofpel was wrote under

the direction, and publi/hed with the approbation of St. Paul.

Thus much at leaft feems evident from die teftimonies of

Irenxus % who carries the matter fo far as to afiert, that Luke

compofcd his Gofpel out of what Paul preached; of Tertullian,

who adds b
, that St. Luke's Gofpel was afcribed to Paul as its

author, for thofe things may feem to be the mafter'st which the

difciples
have publijhed. How much this was the opinion of

the antients, will farther appear from this notion, which feems

to have been common among them, that when Paul in any of

his Epiftles ufes the words, MY GOSPEL, (as he does Rom.

ii. 16. 2 Tim. ii. 8.) he particularly meant this Gofpel of

Luke. This was thought by feveral before Eufebius c
, and

Jerome
d
; and though Mr. Fabricius e will not believe it to

be fo, yet it fhevvs us clearly, that it was the common opinion

of thofe times, that St. Paul was concerned in publifhing this

Gofpel of St. Lukej to which I conceive alfo, that of Origen
is to be referred, where he faith, that the Gofpel of Luke was

iiro Ha.v\w tTretnovfjiitat, i. e. commendedy or cited by Paul*. But

how much foever St. Paul was concerned in approving or

directing the publication of this Gofpel, it is certainly a mif-

take in Irenaeus, and thofe who have followed him, to fuppofe
St. Luke wrote only what he heard Paul preach, becaufe him-

felf faith, and I have above proved, that he wrote what thofe

who were eye-witnefles delivered to him, of which number
St. Paul was rot. I therefore chofe rather to lay it down in

my propofition, that St. Paul approved or directed the pub-

liihing of this GofpeJ, than that he dictated it.

3. The particular view or
defign, whi<?h St. Luke bad in this

Gofpel, feems to have been, to confute them any filly Apocryphal

A.sx<rj $i o JxoAtSoj lib. 4. c. 5
-Loc. jam cit.

.

Adv. Herel*. lib. 3. 'c. i. Grax.
e Cod - AP cr - Nov - Teft. tcnu

vid. ap. Euf. H. E. lib. 5. c. 8. P- 37a &c
-.

" Nam et Lucx digeftum Paulo
' AP"d ^uicb. Hilt. Eccl. 1. 6.

adfcribere folent. Adv. Marcion. c- 2 5-

Gofpels
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Gofpels which were then extant^ and to prevent the bad in-

fluence of thejn^ and their heretical doftrinesy upon the Chrijiian

converts. This is what is fo manifcft from the firft words of

the Gofpel, and the univerfal voice of antiquity, that I need

fay no more, only fhall refer the reader to the firft Volume,

Part J. Ch. II. p. 24. and the places there cited. Befides

this, which is allowed by all as the principal occafion of St.

Luke's writing his Gofpel, there have been other more parti-

cular reafons guefled at by learned men. The two French

criticks, Father Simon a and DuPin b
, conjecture, that he

wrote it at the defire of Theophilus, to whom he dedicates it ;

Dr. Grabe c and Dr. Mill d
fuppofe, that St. Luke wrote it in

Egypt, and with a particular defign to confute the Gofpel of the

Egyptians, (of which above, Vol.1. Part II. Ch. XVI. &c.)
but as the firft of thefe feems but little to agree with the re-

ceived notions of infpiration, fo the latter feems very impro-

bable, becaufe we not only want any good evidence of St.

Luke's having ever been in Egypt, but becaufe we find none

of thofe, which we know to have been the peculiar doctrines

of the Egyptian Gofpel, fo much as once referred to in this of

St. Luke.

4. The time or period in which this Gofpel was wrote^ is very

uncertain^ there being not (as far as I know) any monuments

of antiquity, by which it can be fixed, or determined. The
antients generally place the writing of this Gofpel after thofe

two of St. Matthew and St. Mark. In this order I find

them ranged by Origen
c
, Eufebius f

, Jerome 5
, and many

other writers of thcfe times ; from whence it is plain, they
were bound together in their volumes in the order which they
are now ; this, I think, can be no better way accounted for,

than by fuppofing, that they did imagine them written in the

fame order j and accordingly they are placed in all the old

1 Critic. Hift. of the New Teft. "
Prolegom. in Nov. Teft. .

Parti, c. iz. 114.
b Hift. of the Canon of the New Apud Eufcb. Hift. Eccl. 1. 6.

Teft. Vol. i. c. 2.
$. 5. c. 15.

e
SpicUeg. Patr. Seoul. I. p. 33,

f Lib. 3. c. 24.
34- 8 Praef. in Comment, in Matth.
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manufcripts, of which I have met with any account a
, except

in that very antient manufcript of Beza, now called The Cam-

bridge Manufcript, being given by Beza to that Univerfity.

In this manufcript, the order ftands thus b
; Matthew is placed

firft, then John, after him Luke, then Mark. It is certain,

this was not the order in which the Evangelifts wrote; and it

is very probable the writer of this manufcript intended to

place firft thofe of the Evangelifts who were Apoftles, viz.

Matthew and John, and then thofe who were not, Luke and

Mark ; fuppofing perhaps, that as John wrote after Matthew,
fo Mark did after Luke. But according to the general opinion

of the antients, Luke wrote after Mark; the particular time

they have not determined. According to feveral old manu-

fcripts, St. Luke wrote his Gofpel fifteen years after the af-

cenfion of Chrift
c

, viz. about the year 49, but this muft cer-

tainly be a miftake ; for if he wrote after Mark, he muft write

after the year of Chrift 63; i. e. above thirty years after our

Saviour's afcenfion ; for I have above proved, that Mark did

not write till after that time. Jerome informs us, that St.

Luke wrote in the regions of Achaia and Bithynia
d

; and as

his words are commonly underftood by Grotius e
, Dr. Cave f

,

Father Simon?, and others, that he wrote it when he accom-

panied St. Paul into thofe parts. If this be true, it was wrote

about the year of Chrift 52, or 53; but this is upon many
accounts improbable ; for, upon a clofe obfervation of Je-

rome's words, I find they have hitherto been quite mifunder-

ftood ; and it is evident,

i. That Jerome does not fay that Luke wrote his Gofpel,

while he was with Paul in Achaia and Bithynia; he only aflerts,

according to the common punctuation of the words, that he

was a difciple of Paul, and compofed his Gofpel in Achaia

and Bithynia; Lucas Difcipulus Apcjioli Pauliy in Acbala

* Se; Father Simon's Critic. Mill on the laft verfe of Luke.
Hift. of the New Teft. Part i.

d Praef. in Comment, in Matth.
10. Annot. in Titul. Luc.
b Vid. Bez. in Titul. Marc. f Life of St. Luke, . 4.
c See Father Simon in the place

8 Critic. Hift. of the New Teft.
now cited,' and the fame aflerted, as Part i. c. 12. p. 102.
to ievei al other

manulcripts,
in Dr.

Bitty-
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Bithyniaqite (other copies read Beeotheque) partibus volume*

eondidit.

2. The prefent pun&uation of Jerome's words feems not

to be right; for the comma, or diftindion, ought rather to be

put after the word partibus, than after the word Pauli\ fo

that the fenfe or conftruftion feems rather to be, that Luke

was the difciple of Paul in Achaia and Bithynia, and (after-

wards) wrote his Gofpel ; than that he was the difciple of

Paul, and wrote his Gofpel in Achaia and Bithynia.

For any thing therefore which has been yet laid to the con-

trary, it feems moft probable, that St. Luke wrote his Gof-

pel after St. Mark's, i. e. after the year of Chrift 63 : and as

it is very likely that he wrote it not long before the jfffs of the

Apoftles, which muft needs be written after the year of Chrift

62, fo it is probable he wrote them both at Rome after Paul's

departure thence ; for that he continued at Rome after Paul,

at leaft that he did not go away along with him is evident,

becaufe his hiftory ends at that period. There is indeed a

paflage, which I have obferved in the old book of Hypotypofes,

under the name of Clemens Alexandrinus, cited by Eufebius

(Hift. Eccl. lib. 6. c. 14.), wherein it is aflerted that St.

Luke's Gofpel was written before St. Mark's, viz. m^yty^i-

<patt tXaysv -rat tva.yfc>M>t r tnt^iy^-ca. T\- ysvsaXoyia? : VIZ. That

tbofe of the Gofpels were written
firjly ivbich contain our Sa-

viour's genealogies ; but this book of the Hypotypofes not being
wrote by Clemens, but the compofure of fome

filly Heretick,

(as I have proved, Vol. I. Part II. Ch. XXXVI. p. 373.)
'I think it ne:-dlefs to regard the teftimony.

CHAP.
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CHAP. XII.

St. Lute's Gofpel is Canonical. It is in the antient Catalogues^

cited by the primitive Fathers, read in the Churches, and put
in the Syriack Verfwn.

Arg. I. QT. Luke's Gofpel is to be efteemed of Canonical

^
authority, by Prop. IV. becaufe it is in all the

Catalogues of Canonical bocks
, which we have among the writ-

ings of the primitive Chriftians. Thefe Catalogues I have

collected, Vol. I. Part I. Ch. VIII. and referred to, in prov-

ing the authority of Matthew and Mark's Gofpels above, viz.

the Catalogue of Origen, Eufebius, Athanafius, Cyril, that in

the council of Laodicea, Epiphanius, Gregory Naziar.zen,

Philaftrius, Jerome, Ruffin, Auftin, that in the third council

of Carthage, and in the books under the name of Dionyfms
the Areopagite. To which I add, the general proof I have

above made in this Part (Diflert. Praef.), that the four Gof-

pels which we% now receive, were received by the primitive

Chriftians.

Arg. II. The Gofpel of St. Luke is Canonical, becaufe it

is cited as Scripture in the writings of the primitive Chriftians ,

Prop. V, I intend here, as in the former Gofpels, to fhew

the feveral authors who have cited, and the places wherein

they have cited this Gofpel, and {hall begin wiih,

\

I. St. PAUL.

It has been fuppofed by many of the antients (as I have

ebferved above, Ch. XL), that as often as St. Paul ufes the

words MY GOSPEL, he cites and refers to St. Luke (fee

Rom. ii. 16. 2 Tim. ii. 8.). So many of the Chriftians be-

fore the time of Eufebius * and Jerome
b
thought, and Origen

Hifl. Eccl. lib. 3. c. 4.
k

Catalog. Vir. Illuftr. inLuca.

exprefsly
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exprefsly calls it the Gofpel L-JIO naJx ina.^^, i. e. com-

mended or died by Paul*; but I confefs, though I have men-

tioned this, it is not becaufe I believe St. Paul did cite this

Gofpel (it being wrote, in my opinion, fome years after the

Epiftle to the Romans, though perhaps not after that to Ti-

mothy), but becaufe it gives us clear intimation, how highly

efteenied this Gofpel was in the moft antient times of Chrift-

ianity, being judged worthy by them to be cited by St. Paul,

and called his own Gofpel.

II. CLEMENS ROMANUS.

St. LUKE'S Gofpel. The firjl Epi/lle of CLEMENS
ROMANUS to the Corin-

thians.

1 Ch.vi. 36 39. i Chap. xiii. Several fayings
of our Lord are here re-

ferred to ; fome of which

are in St. Matthew (as

above faid), and fome in

St. Luke.

2 Ch. xvii. I, 2. 2 Chap. xlvi. Cotelerius has

obferved upon this place,

that Clemens not only
cites Matthew,butLuke;
and indeed the order of

his words is more agree-
able to this laft.

The fecond Epiftle of CLE-

MENS ROMANUS to the

Corinthians.

3 Ch. xiii. 27. 3 Ch. iv. This feems to be

rather taken out of Luke

than Matthew, becaufe-

Apud Eufeb. Hift. Ecclef. lib. 6. c. 25.

St.
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St. LUKE'S Go/pel.
'The fecond Epijlle of CLE-

MENS ROMANUS to the

Corinthians.

3 Ch. xiii. 27. of the words *ro9iv Ire,

which are in Luke, and

not in Matthew.

4 Ch. xvi. 26. 4 Ch. vi. It feems to be

taken out of Luke, be-

caufe the words are. the

fame.e

5 Ch. xvi. 10, 12. 5 Ch.viii. See the Appen-
dix to Vol. I. p. 416.

III. IGNATIUS.

That he has cited Luke xxiv. 39. in his Epiftle to the

Smyrneans, Chap. III. I have proved above, Vol. t
Part II. Chap. XXVII. p. 294.

IV. JUSTIN MARTYR.

St. LUKE'S Gofpel. JUSTIN MARTYR'S Works.

1 Ch. i. 17. ! Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

p. 268.

2 32. 2 Apolog. 2. pro Chrift. p.

75-

3- 35> 38. 3 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud,

p. 327.
4 Ch. 11. 2. 4 Apolog. 2. pro Chrift. p.

5 Ch. x. 19. 5 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

p. 301, 302.
6

p. 95, 96, 326.
7 Ch. xin. 26, 27. j 7 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

p. 301.
8 Ch. xxii. 44. 8 p. 331.
9 Ch. xxiii. 46. o . p . 033.

VOL. III. H V.I-
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V. IRENJEUS.

St. Luke's Gofpel is fo frequently cited by this Father,

that it would be fuperfluous to collect the citations ; befides

Feuardentius has with fo much exa&nefs collected them at

the end of his edition of Irenasus, that it will be fufficient to

refer the reader to his index. I (hall only obferve,

1. That there are above a hundred citations of this Gofpel

made by Irenaeus i his works.

2. That (Lib. 3, adv. Haeref. c. 14.) he vindicates the au-

thority andperfection of St. Luke's Gofpel^ and has made there

a collection of many or moft of the hiftories which this Evan-

gelift has recorded, which are not mentioned by either of the

other, and fays, the Hijlories of Chri/f, ivhich St. Luke alone

has recorded^ -were received by all Ghrijlians
a
.

3. That he in very many places cites this Gofpel by the

name of Luke^ which the reader may fee in the following in-

ftances.

Many other fuch inftances might eafily be collected j but I

fuppofe thefe, with what has been faid above (Differt. prafix.)

may be fufficient to evidence to any one the fsntiments, which

Irenaeus had of this Gofpel.

Et plurimos riftus Domini per bus etoinneiutmtfur.
liunc (ic. LiKJiun) didicimus, qvii-
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VI. CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS.

The Works of CLEMENS
ALEXANDRINUS.

1 Paedagog. Lib. 3. p. 261.

2 Stromat. Lib. 2. p. 404.

3 Lib. 7. p. 766.

4 Paedagog. Lib. 2. p. 2IO.

5 Stromat. Lib. 4. p. 487.

6 Peedagog. Lib. 2. p. 185.

7 p. 141.

8 Stromat. Lib. 3. p. 465.

9 p. 467.
10 Paedagog. Lib. 2. p. 144.

11 Stromat. Lib. 2. p. 390.
12 This is referred to feveral

times by Clemens, viz.

Psedagog. Lib. 2. p. 199.

Lib. 3. p. 234. et Stro-

mat. Lib. 4. p. 486.

13 Stromat. Lib.
3. p. 447.

14 Lib. 4. p. 488.

15 p. 503.

16 Psedagog. Lib. 2. p. 148.

In this laft place Cle-

mens has cited Luke by
name.

Befides thefe references to St. Luke, made by Clemens in

his Padagogus and Stromatti^ I have met with feveral others

in that fmall trat of his, intided, Hfyis Dives faivetur ? Thefe

are as follow.

St. LUKE'S Gofpel.

1 Ch. iii. 12, 13, 14.

2 vi. 36.

3 4-6-

4 Ch. xii. 19.

5 20.

6 36, 37.

7 Ch. xiv. 8, 13, 16, &c.

8 20.

10 Ch. xv. i, &c.

11 7.
12 Ch. xvi. 19, &c. viz. the

parable of the rich man
and Lazarus.

13 Ch. xviii. 8.

14 Ch. xix. 8.

15 Ch. xxii. 31.

16 Ch. xxiv. 41.

S.t. LUKE'S Gofpel.

1 Ch. v. 29.

2 . vi. 30
H 2

The Treatlfe of CLEMENS

ALEXANDRINUS, infilled^

Quis Dives falvetur ?

1 Cap. xiii. p. 34.

2- xxxi. p. 86.

St.
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The treatif
e of CLEMENS

St. LUKE'S GofpeL ALEXANDRINUS, intitled^

Quis Dives falvetur ?

3 Ch. x. 2937. 3 Cap. xxviii. p. 77.

4 xii. 32. 4 xxxi. p. 82.

5 xiv. 26. 5 xxii. p. 61.

6 xv. 9, 10. 6 xxxix. p. 102.

7 xvi. 9. 7 xiii. p. 34.

8 xix. 5. 8 Ibid.

The citations out of this Gofpel in the works of Tertul-

Ijan, Origen, Cyril, Cyprian, Ambrofe, Auftin, Jerome, &c.

are fo very numerous, and fo eafy to be obferved every where

in their writings, that I fhall omit making any collections out

of them. Thefe, as the preceding Fathers, appeal always to

this Gofpel as Scripture; and no wonder they fhould, when

they were afTured it was, as Eufebius calls it, Qtwtvroi BA*O,

an infpired book. Hift. Eccl. lib. 3. c. 4.

Arg. III. The Gofpel of St. Luke is Canonical, becaufe it

was read as Scripture in the churches or affemblies of the pri-

mitive Cbrijiians, by Prop. VI. For the proof of the fact I

mu$ refer the reader to Part I. Ch. X. of this work, and

what I have above faid, Ch. III. in this Part, concerning the

reading of St. Matthew's Gofpel.

Arg. IV. St. Luke's Gofpel is Canonical, becaufe it iuai

efleemed as fuch by the Churches of Syria in or near the Apojlles*

time ; and accordingly by them in thofe days tranflated, and

inferted in their collection of facred books, Prop. XV.
Thus much concerning the Canonical authority of this

Gofpel; nor have I any farther to add, but that as Marcion

and his heretical followers had a different Gofpel of St. Luke,
from that which we now receive, fo thefe differences were all

owing to the impudence of Marcion, who inferted and left out

what he thoughtconvenient to ferve his own purpoCes ; which

has largely been proved' by Irerneus % Tertullian b
, and Epi-

1 Adverf. Ha?ref. lib. 3. c. 11, Adv. Marcion. lib. 4. c. 3, &c.
;:..

phanius,
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phanius % to whom I muft refer the reader ; and among later

writers to Sixtus Senenfis b
,
Father Simon % Du Pin d

, and

Dr. Mill c
.

CHAP. XIII.

A Collection of all that isfaid of St. John in the New Tejla-

ment. The Hiftory of his Life from the Antients. He

fettled in Afia Minor. Suffered under Domitian. Was ba-

nijhed to Pai?nos. Returned ts Ephefus. A jlory ofhim

and Cerinthus. Another of him and a young Man. He

raifed the dead, ffr. fflhen and how he died. Joh. xxi.

21. mifunderjhod by many of the Antients, who imagined

thence, that he never died.

FOR
the clearer eftablifhment of the Canonical authority of

this Gofpel, it will be requifite that here, as in the former

Gofpels, I fhould firft give fome account of the author, and

then of his work.

Concerning the author we havefome accounts in Scripture,

and fome which are credible in the primitive Chriftian writ-

ings. Each fhall be diftin&ly confidered.

I. The accounts which we have of St. John the Evangelifl
in the writings of the New Teftament, are as follow ; viz.

1. Hisfather's name was Zebedee, a fifherman by trade,

and his mother's Salome f
.

2. He was born in Galilee, as is probable, becaufe there

Chrift found him, and called him g with his brother James.

3. He was conftituted one of Chrift's/r/? Apojlles, and fent

out with the Twelve h
.

Hasref. 42. e
Prolegom. in Nov. Teft. .

" Bibiioth. Sanft. Hb.7.deLuc. 306328.
Evang.

f Matt. iv. 21. xxvii. 56.com-
c Critic. Hift. of the New Tclt. pared with Mark xv. 40.

Part I. c. iz. E Matt. iv. n.
<* Hutor. of Canon, Vol. II. c. Matt. x. 2.

2. . 5-

H 3 4. He



102 An Account of St. John PART IV.

4. He feems to have been of a very warm and zealous tem-

per. This I gather; (i.) Becaufe he is intitled by Chrift,

with his brother James, Boanerges
a
, 5. e. Son of Thunder.

(2.) Becaufe he was forforbidding a certain perfon any more to

caji out Devils in ChriJFs name, becaufe HE did not follow

them b
. (3.) Becaufe he with his brother James defired to

call dawn fire (i.e. thunder or lightning ]from heaven, to con-

fume the Samaritans c
. (4.) Becaufe after Chrift's afcenfion,

we find John with Peter was the chieffpeaker and aflor in the

defence
and propagation of the Gofpel at Jerufalem

a
.

5. He received feveral particular in/lances and marks ofour

Saviour'sfavour, above mojl or all the jipojlles. Hence he has

often the character given him of that Difciple ivhcm Jefus

loved*
-,
and particular evidences hereof feem to be, (i.) That

he was admitted with Peter and James to be prefent at our Sa-

viour's transfiguration
f
. (2.) That he wasfent with Peter to

prepare the
lafi pajfsver for our Saviour g . (3.) He was

placed in the mcft honourablefeat at the fupper ; he leaned on

Jefus's bofom, or lay on his bread h
; i. e. he fat in the next

place to Chrift ; and as it was the cuflom of thofe countries

then, to lie along on couches at meals, his head lay in the bo-

fom of Chrift, who fat before him ; (4.) When Peter durjl not

himfelf, he defired John to ajk Cbrijl, who fhould betray him
j

which he did, and received an aiifwer'
1
. (5.) He alone, with

his brother James and Peter, tuas admitted to the favour ofour

Lord's
difcourfe

and devotion in the Mount of Olives k
.

{ 6. )

Chrift upon the Crofs appointed him the guardian of his mother^

the Virgin Mary, giving her inftruclions to own him as a

fan, and him to own her as a mother '

: John accordingly

took her to his home. (7.) He was firft favoured by Chrijl
ivith the difctsvery of himfelf

to him, at the fea of Tiberias.^

49

Mar. iii. 17.
f Matt. xvii. i, &c. Luke ix.

Mar. ix. 38. or.d Luke ix. 28.
E Lukexxil. 8.

Luke ix. 54.
h
John xiii. 13,25.

Afts iii. i, &c. '

John xiii. 23 26.

John xiii. 23. xix. 26. xx. z. k Matt. xxvi. 36. and Luke
zo. xxii. 39.

John xix. 1 6, 17.

after
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after his refurreffion
a

. (8.) The anfvver which Chrift gave to

Peter, relating to John, feems not a little to his honour, If I

will that he tarry till I come, what is that to thee b ?

Befides the above-mentioned, we have the following parti-

culars concerning him; as (i.) That he with his brother

James petitioned Chrift to be advanced to high pofts in his

(temporal) kingdom : and though Matthew fays, their mo-
ther prefented the petition for them d

; yet feeing Mark fo po-

fitively aflerts their prefenting it themfelves, and both Mat-

thew and Mark agree, that our Saviour directed his anfwer to

the fons, and not the mother, there can be no room to doubt

but they were concerned therein. (2.) He was known to

the High- Prieft, attended our Saviour's trial, and procured in-

troduction for Peter into the hall
e

. Though John be not

named there, yet being fpoke of as ufual in the third perfon,

and it being certain that he afterwards attended Chrift at his

crucifixion f
, which we do not know that any other Apoftle

did, it is more than probable he was the perfon there in-

tended. (3.) He ran with Peter to Chrift's fepulchre, on the

firft account of his refurre&ion z
. (4.) After Chrift's afcen-

fion he preached with Peter in the Temple, and healed the

lame man, preached to the people
h
, was apprehended of the

Sadducees *, imprifoned, and boldly pleaded in defence of

Chriftianity
k

. (5.) He was the deputy of the Apoftles with

Peter to go to Samaria, to confirm and enlarge the churches

which were planted there '. And befides this I find nothing
related concerning him in the New Teftamenr, except his

being the author of three Epiftles and the Revelation ; of

which in their proper places. There are indeed two other

places of the Gofpel, in which John is fuppofed to be the per-
fon referred to, viz. that, John i. 35 40. where mention is

made of two of John the Baptift's Difciples who went to

Johnxxi. 7.

Johnxxi. 23.
Mark x. 35.
Matt. xx. 20.

John xviii. 16.

John xx. 2, &c.
Acts iii. i, &c.
Aftsiv. i, &c.
A6ls iv. per tot.

Ads viii. 14., &c
Johnxix. 26.

H 4 Chrift ;
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Chrift y the one is faid to be Andrew, the other not named is

fuppofed to be John our Evangelift, becaufe he particularly

relates all the circumftances of the hiftory, and conceals his

own name a
; but this is by no means a fufficient reafon, efpe-

cially confidering that John feems not to have known Chrift

till he was called, Matt. iv. 21. The other place is that,

Mark xiv. 51, 52. where we read of a young man that fol-

lowed Chrift, when he was apprehended, having a linen cloth

caft about his naked body, which he left in the hands of thofe

who bid hold on him ; this is fuppofed to be John by feveral

of the antients, Chryfoftom, Ambrofe, arid Gregory
b
,and Dr.

Cave among the moderns e
; but as there is no evidence of-

fered to fupport the conjecture, it cannot be unfair to reject

it.

II. The accounts "which we havefrom the antients concern-

ing St. John, are large. I {hall lay down what feems moil

remarkable.

It is generally agreed by the antients, that when the Apa-
ftles determined to go abroad to propagate the Gofpel, St.

John had Afia Minor for his province. This is attefted by

Polycrates
d
, Irenaeus

c
, Eufebius f

, Dorotheus &, and many
others. I mail only obferve, that in the Life of this Apojlle

h
,

under the name of Prochorus (who was one of the feven dea-

cons appointed by the Apoftles, Acts vi. 5.), it is faid, that aU

the Apoftles met at Gethfemane after Chrift's afcenfion, and

having their feveral provinces determined by lot, Afia fell to

John ; which, though he received at firft with concern, he

afterwards complied with. It is however very probable, that

Vid. Epiphan. Haeref. 51. In Synopf.
,. 14. Dr. Cave's Life of St. h This book is printed in Greek
John, . i. and Dr. Whitby on and Latin among the Oithodoxo-

John i. 40. grapha, Vol. I. p. 85. but is juftty6
Apud Whitby in Mar. xiv. rejected as fpurious by Bellarmine

5'.
(

(de Script. Ecclef. in Prochoro),
c Lib. cit. . 3. and many Papifts, as by all Pro-
d

Epift. ad Vietorem et Rcma- teftant writers. Cocus Cenfur,
nse Urbis Ecclcfiam de

Pafcrjate, quorund. vet.
Script, p. 13. Ri.

cujus fragmentum extat apud Eu- vet. Critic. Sacr. lib. i. c. 6.
leb. Hift. Ecclef. 1. 5. c. 24. Cave Hiftor. Liter, p. 23. Fabric.

e Adv.-rf. Href. lib. 3. c. 1 1. Cod. Apocr. 1. 1. p. 817.
f Hift. Eccicl'. lib. 3. c. i.

St.
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St. John did not till a long time after Chrift's afcenfion enter

upon his charge; becaufc, as Dr. Cave a well obferves, had he

been in Alia early, we muft needs have heard of him in the

accounts which St. Luke gives of St. Paul's feveral journies

into, and refidencein, thofe parts ; it is therefore moft likely he

ftaid for a long time after our Saviour's afcent at Jerufalem.

The next thing we read of St. John, is his being a fufferer in

the fecond general persecution under Domitian at Rome^ where

he was cajl into a caldron of boiling oil, but miraculoufly pre-

ferved, and thefre had no influence upon him. This is re-

lated by Tertullian b
, and by no one elfe except Jerome, who

fays he tranfcribed it from him c
; and, if it be true d

, hap-

pened in the fourteenth year of Domitian, i. e. about the year

of Chrift 96. So we read exprefsly in Eufebius's Chronicon

and Jerome
e

. After this the Apvftle was by thefame Empe-
ror bani/hed to a defolate ijland in the fouth-eaji port of the

Egean Sea^ called Patmos {
. So we are informed by Tertul-

lian *, Eufebius h
, FJerome

1

, Severus Sulpitius
k
, &c. though

Dorotheus Tyrius feems to have believed that this banimment

was by Trajan, and not Domitian ', which is certainly a mif-

take. In this exile-ftate, it is faid St. John was fuitably com-

forted and fupported with the vijions and revelationsfrom God>

which he afterwards publifhed ;
fee Irenaeus m

, Eufebius n
, Je-

rome , Severus Sulpitius f, and Auftin ^. The fecond gene-

Life of St. John, . 4 thofe called Sporades. Vid. Plin.
b De Praefcript. adv. Haeretic. lib. 4. c. 12. Dionyf. Periegef.

cap. 36. Apoftolus Joannes, poftea v. 530. et Guliclm. Hill Not. in

qn.im in okum igneum demerfus loc. p. 134.
nihil paflus eft, in inlulam relega-

g De Praefcript. adv. Haeretic.

tur. c. 36.
c Lib. i. contr. Jovin. c. 14.

h
Hift. Ecclef. lib. 3. c. 18.

et in Matth. xx, apud Cleric. Hift.
'

Loc. jam cit.

Ecclef. p. 508.
k Hiltor. S:icr. lib. 2. p. 535.

d
Howevergood Tertuliian'scre- inter Orthodoxograph. Vol. I. Giy-

dit may be, yet the ftory cannot but nsejis, the editor, inftead of Severus

appear dubious, when we confider Sulpitiua, calls him by miftake Sul-

that fo remarkable a faft fell only pitius Severus. See Dr. Cave's
within the observation of one fuigle Hift. Litei'. torn. i. p. 284.
writer. ' In Synopf.

e
Catalog. Vir. Illuitr. in Jo-

m Adverf. Haeref. lib. 5. c. 30.
anne. " Loc. jam cit.

f
According to fome it was reck- Loc. ja>n cit.

oned among the illands called Cy- P Loc. jam cit.

Blades, according to others among i QHselt. ex Nov. Teft. . 72.

ral
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ral perfection ended with Domitian ; and times more fa-

vourable to Chriftianity fucceeding, St. John had an opportu-

nity to return to his former friends at Ephefus, which, as it

was the place of his former abode in Afia, fo became now his

fcttlcment for life. Here he acted the part of a Chriftian Bi-

fhop or Minifter, and together with feven other Bifhops pre-

fided over that diocefe,if we may credit the author of the book

intitled MfTi/pw Tipobiv -,
i. e. The Martyrdom of Timothy*.

The other accounts which I have met with concerning St.

John, cannot be reduced to any certain order of time : Dr.

Cave and Du Pin have collected them already ; for which rea-

fon I (hall but
j
uft name them, in the order in which the feve-

ral authors lived, who have mentioned them.

IRENJEUS b informs us, there were fome in his time who

had the following account from Polycarp, who was one of

John's difciples, viz. " That St. John going to a certain

ct bath at Ephefus, and perceiving that Cerimhus, that noted

"
arch-heretick, was in the bath, immediately leaped out

" without bathing himfelf, and faid, Let us go hence, left
the

** bath Jhouldfall down upon us, having in it Juch an heretuk
" as Ccrinthus, that enemy of truth." What the herefy of

Cerinthus was, may be largely feen in Irenaeus % Epipha-
nius d

, and many of the antients. Some account of his prin-

ciples is given above, Vol. I. Part II. Ch. XII.

CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS concludes his treatife, intitled,

Quis Divesfahetur
e ? with a remarkable hiftory, which mo&

of our Ecclefiaftical writers have taken notice of. I fhall re-

cite it therefore briefly, viz. " That when St. John was re-
" turned from his exile in Patmos to Ephefus, he viftted the
"

neighbouring churches, and obferving in one of the cities a

a
Apud Phot. Cod. 254. This " Adverf. Hoeref. lib. 3. c. 3.

tcok gets under the name of Poly- et in Euil-b. lib. 4. c. 14.
crates of Ephefus, a writer of the c Lib. 3. paflim.
ftcond century, b\it is rejefted as " Hseref. z8.

fpuridua by Dr. Cave, Hift. Liter. * It was published 1 68 3 , at Ox-
p.

60. and Fabricius Cod. Apoti . ford, by Bifhop Fell.

Kov. Tcih p. 812.

"
young
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"
young man of an uncommon genius and handfome body, he

" commended him in the prefence of the Church to the care

" of the Bifhop
a of the place, who, taking the charge of him,

" inftru&ed and baptized him ; at length giving him his H-
"

berty, he fell into the worft of company, and entered into a
*' ftrift alliance with fome perfons, who were not only in

" other refpech debauched in their morals, but notorious

"
robbers, of whom he became the captain, and led them in

<c
all their a&s of murder, robbery, &c. Some time after Sr

*f
John's occafions calling him to this city, he enquired after

" the young man. The Bilhop with concern replied, he was
"

dead, meaning he was dead to God, and joined to a band of

"
villains and robbers. Upon which St. John took a horfe

" and guide, came to the place where the robbers were, and
"

being feized by their centinels, he defired to be brought to

" their captain, who, when he faw him, fled through fhame ;

*' but St. John purfued him, defiring him not to fly, and pro-
"

mifing him pardon from Chrift, by whom he faid he was
*' fent j upon this he ftaid, and in the greateft diftrefs threw
* 4 down his arms, and embracing the Apoftle, he groaned,
u and floods of tears poured down from his eyes. Upon
" which St. John, afluring him of pardon, prayed for him,
" and brought him back to the Church."

APOLLONIUS, a writer in the fecond century againft the

Montanifts, tells us 1

*, that be raifed a dead perfon to
life.

This I find no where elfe related, unlefs that fhould be

thought to be the fame, which I obferve in Ifidore Hifpalenfis
c
,

concerning bis raifmg a widowfrom the dead by the command
of the people, or bis rcftoring and bringing a young man's foul
rnto his body again^ related in the fame place.

a I cannot but obferve here, that tion, that Prejbytcr and BlJJap were
when Clemens delivers the young two names of one perfon in the
man to his charge, he calls him time of Clemens Alexandrinus.

'E.Tt\ffwir<&, and a few lines after,
b
Lib. contr. Cataphryg. apucl

when he ipeaks of the care which Eufeb. Hift. Ecclef. hb. 5. c. i&.

he took of him, he calls him IJ^tr-
c Loc. fupr. cit.

tTt^-' an undeniable dtmonftra-

PoLYCRATES,
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POLYCRATES, a writer of the fame rime, makes St. John

to be a priejl,
and as fuch to have worn a ih'raXcv or plate

a
.

Jerome, citing this of Polycrates, paraphraf-S it tl-us
b
; Pon-

tifex ejus (fell. Chrijli) fuit,
auream laminam in

front,-
tortam ;

i. e.
" He was High-prieft of Chrift, and wore a golden plate'

on his forehead." This is faid alfo of James, Bifhop of Je-

rufalem, by Epiphanius
c
,
who cites Clemens and Eufebius for

the truth of it; and, if it be true, is well accounted for by Va-

lerius
d
, who fuppofes thofe firft Chriftians to have done it in

imitation of the Jewifh High-priefts.

TERTULLIAN informs us, that St. John convicted an

Afiatick prefbyter of forging and publifhing the Aft* of Paul

and Theclay under the name of Paul e
. See the place at large

above, Part III. Ch. XXXIV. p. 387.
The time, place, and manner of St. John's death, are very

differently related by the antients. Irenaeus affirms f
,
that he

continued till the reign of the Emperor
e

frajan; and elfewhere e
,

that be prcfided over the Church ofEphefus titt that time. Ire-

naeus was followed in this opinion by moft of the antients.

Eufebius makes St. John's exit to have been in the third year

of Trajan
h
; and agreeably thereto, Jerome

1

places it in the

fixty-eighth year after Chrift's death, which coincides with the

third year of Trajan, and the hundred and firft, or hundred

and fecond year after our Saviour's
nativity. That St. John

did live till this reign, I find alfo aflerted in the antient book,
of which we have an abftracl; in Photius k

, which is intitled,

The Martyrdom of Timothy^ in Ifidore Hifpalenfis's Treatife of
the Lives and Deaths of the Prophets and Apojlles ', and in the

Synopfis of Dorotheus 171

, though he make St. John to have

Epift. ad Viftor. et Ecclef. ' Adv. Hseref. lib. ^. c. 39.
Roman, apud Eufeb. lib. 5. c. 24. * Lib. 3. c. 3.

k
Catalog. Vir. Illuitr. in Po- In Chronic, ad Ann. CIII.

Jycrat.
i Catal. Vir. Illuftr. in Joanne.

c Haeref. 19. . 4. et Haeref. 78.
k Cod. CCLIV.

^U- ' Inter Orthodoxogr. Vol. I,
d Annot. in Loc. Eufeb. denuo

p. 598.
cit. * Edit. Latin.

- Lib. de Baptifm. c. 17.

lived
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lived to the age of an hundred and twenty j which, if it were

certain, would prove that he died not in the beginning, but in

the end of Trajan's reign, if not rather in the reign of A-
drian a

. He that would read more of the time of St. John's

death, may conlult Mr. Dodwell b
.

It is impoffible to fay any thing certain concerning the

manner of St. John's death. Polycrates
c

fays, he died a

martyr at Ephefus, as do fome other of the antients, viz. Chry-
foftom d

, and Theophylacl % his conftant follower. Whether
the later writers, who have afierted St. John's martyrdom,
were induced to that opinion, only by fuppofmg that thofe

words of Chrift, Matt. xx. 23. to John and James, implied

their violent death, viz. Ye Jhall drink indeed ofmy cup^ and

be baptized ivith the baptifm that I am baptized with, &c. I

fhall not determine. To me the fact feems probable, not

only from the teftimony of Polycrates, but becaufe all the reft

of the Apoftles did fuffer martyrdom, and the text feems not

obfcurely to imply it.

The miftaken judgment of the Apoftles, that John fhould

never die, founded upon thofe words of our Saviour, John
xxi. 21, &c. If I will that he tarry till I come, what is that to

thee ? led many of the antients alfo into a perfuafion, that St.

John did never die. St. Auftin f has largely difcufTed the

queftion, and tells us of an opinion of fome, founded upon
Ibme Apocryphal Scriptures, viz. That St. John in perfect

health ordered his grave to be made, and then laid himfelf

down in it, as in a bed, and died. Others fay, he did not

then die, but only lay down afleep like a perfon dead ; and in

this {rate of fleep, not death, he will continue till Chrift come:

that he is not dead, fays he, they prove by the motion of the

gnive-duft, which is continually occasioned to boil and bubble

by the motion of his breaft. This opinion, fays St. Auftin, I

* It being reafonable to fuppofe de Succcff. Rom-Epifc. c. 5.

John, when he was called to the c
E^ift. ad Viftor. apud Eufeb.

work, of the mlniftry, was not un- Hilt. Eccl. 1. 5. c. 24..

der the age of Chrift, i. e. not un- d Homil. 66. in Matth.

der his thirtieth year, none under- e In Matth. xx. 13.
tfking that office earlier.

r Trad. 114. in Jcann.
* Addit. ad Pearfon. Difcrt. z.

will
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will not oppofe ; for I have been informed of the faft from

grave and credible witnefles. Ifidore Hifpalenfis
a relates the

fame ftory, with feveral other particular circumftances, too

trifling to be mentioned. Ephraim Theopolitanus, Bifhop

of Antioch, about the year of Chrift, 5iO
b
, endeavours to

prove, that St. John never died, but was tranflated, as Enoch

and Elijah. I will add no more, but that the fame opinion

feems to have been received in the feveral fucceeding ages of

Chriftianity. Georgius Trapezuntius, a learned writer, though

late, has wrote five whole treatifes, which he dedicates to the

Pope, with defign to prove that St. John never did die. I

fhall think it fufficient to refer the reader to the ingenious
tracT:

c
. Hence it came to pafs, that feveral impoftors have

profefled themfelves to be this Apoftle ; one particularly in

the time of Martinus, about the year 400
d
, and another in

Queen Elizabeth's time, who was afterwards burnt at Thou-
loufe in France, as we are told by Beza

c
.

CHAP. XIV.

St. John's Gofpel wrote aga'injl the Heretlck^ viz. tfa Cerin-

ibians and Ebionites, who denied our Saviour's Divinity ; as

alfo to enlarge the Gofpel Hijtory. It was wrote
after the

year of Chrijl XCVJI. An Objeffion to this anfwered.
Other

mifcellaneQits Remarks.

CONCERNING St. John's Gofpel, whatever appears to
V-/ me confiderable, I fhall lay down in the

following ob-
fervations.

De vit. et obit. Prophet, et p. i *
i

Sanftor. inter Orthodox. Vol. I. < Vid. Sever. Sulpit. de vit,
Martin, inter Orthodoxoer. Vol. I.b

Rdjwnf. ad Anatoi. Scholaft. p. cc6
Qu^ft. apud Phot. Cod. 229 .

c Annot.in Joann. ,..
> Inter Orthodoxogr. Vol. II.

I. St.
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I. St. John feems to have had two particular deflgns in the

Writing of his Gofpel,viz. the
confuting ofcertain Heretick^ and

/Applying the
defefls of the hijlory ofChriji in the other Gofpels*

I. St. John wrote his Gofpel with the intent^ or defign, of

confuting certain Hereticks of that early age^ who denied the

divinity of our Saviour. This is largely attefted by the an-

tients. Irenaeus tells us,
* a That the Evangelift defigned by

" his Gofpel to confute the errors, which Ccrinthus had in-
** fufed into the minds of the people, and had been infufed by
" thofe who were called Nicolaitans ; and to convince them,
u that there was one God, who made all things by his WORD,
*' and not, as they imagined, ONE who was the Creator, and
" ANOTHER who was the Father of the Lord

( Jefus) ; ONE
" who was the Son of the Creator, and ANOTHER who was
" the Chrift, who continued impaffible, and defcended upon.
*'

Jefus the Son of the Creator, &c." Epiphanius proves,

St. John's Gofpel could not be written by Cerinthus, becaufe

it was ivrote agalnft him*. Jerome is moft particular, and

informs us c
,
"That when St. John was in Afia, where then

" arofe the Herefies of Ebion and Cerinthus, and others, who
<{ denied that Chrift was come in the flefh, i. e. denied his di-

<l vine nature, whom he in his Epiftle calls Antichrifts, and
* f

St. Paul frequently condemns in his Epiftles, he was forced

"
by almoft all the Bifhops of Afia, and the deputations of

tc
many other churches, to write more plainly concerning the

<c
divinity of our Saviour, and to foar alofc in a difcourfe on

" the WORD, not more bold than happy." Whence we are

told in Ecclefiaftical Hiftory, that when he was folicited by

the brethren to write, he anfwered, he would not do it, unlefs

a publick day of failing and prayer was appointed to implore

God's afliftance ; which being done, and the folemnity being

honoured with a fatisfa&ory revelation from God, he broke

forth into thofe words, In the beginning was the Word^ and

the Word was God, &c. To the fame purpofe Auftin d
faith,

a Adv.Hseref. lib. 3. c. 11. See the fame. Catal. Vir. Illuftr,
* Hseref. 51 . . 4. & 1 2. in' Joar.n,
c
i Prsfat. in Cpmment. in Matt. "

.Pfaf "i Tra^. in Jcann.
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this Evangclijl wrote concerning the co-eternal divinity of

Chrijl againjl the Heret'uks ; and the fame Father has in fe-

veral places obferved, that he above the reft of the Apoftles

has aflerted Chrift's equality with the Father ; and while they

are content to give an account of Chrift's miracles and moral

precepts, he rather chofe to relate thofe things which pertained

to our -Saviour's divinity*.

2. St. John wrote his Gofpel with intent to fupply the de-

fefts of our Saviour's bijlory
in the other three Gofpeh j for

whereas they fay little of that part of our Saviour's life, which

preceded the imprifonment of John the BaptiJI, he has infert-

ed it in his Gofpel. This is related by Eufebius b
, Jerome

1
,

&c. though the author of the antient book of Hypotypofes^

under the name of Clemens Alexandrinus d
, afligns this reafon

fomewhat differently, viz. John obferving that in the other

Gofpels TO, ffu/jt-ctrma. Siofaurcu, i. e. The things pertaining to

our Lord's human nature were wrote ; he, infpired by the

Holy Ghojl^ at the requeft of his friends, compofed OTwv/^aTtx&n

i}ayysXto, i. e. a fpiritual Gofpel^or an account of our Saviour's

divinity. To the fame purpofe we read in Epiphanius
6
, that

the other Gofpels had fo
fully related the affair of Chrift's in-

carnation, and the things which he did as incarnate, that he

judged it needlefs to write the fame, and therefore wrote his

Gofpel againft Ebion, Cerinthus, Marcion, &c. who affirm-

ed, that Chrift had no being before he was born of Mary.

II. St. John's Gofpel feems to have been written about the

year of Chrift, xcvin.

1 Loc. cit. & deConfenf. Evang. Evanvelifts relate only the hiftory of
1- i. c. 4.. Cbrijifor one year), in quo et

paf->
b Hift. Eccl. lib. 3. c. 24.. See fus eli:, pott carcercm Joannis hilto-

tbe place at large above in this mm texuifTe. Praetermiflb itaque
Part, in the previous Di/ertation. anno, cujus afta a tribus cxpofita

c Aliam cauiam hujus fcripturx fuerant, fuperioris temporis, ante-

ferunt, quod quum legiflct Mat- quam Joannes clauderetur in car-

thapi, Marci, et Lucx volumina, ccrem, gefta narravit. Catal. Vir.

probaverit quidem textum hiftorjas, Illuftr. in Joann.
et vera eos dixiffe finnaverit, led .

d
Apud Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. 1. 6.

unius tantum anni (This 'was a. c. 14..

common, but unaccountable mijiakeki.
e Href. 51. .12.

?/' the antients, that the three other.

The
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The moft antient Chriftians have fixed no time of its writ-

ing. Irenaeus only faith, that it was wrote at Ephefus, dur-

ing his abode there*; but whether it was before his banifti-

ment from thence by Domitian to Patmos, or after, he faith

not. It is upon many accounts moft probable, that it was

written after his return. lipiphanius exprefsly afierts, that he

wrote it in his ninetieth year, after his returnfrom Patmos to

Ephefus* \ though I know not by what ftrange fort of miftake,

he makes it to have been in the reign of the Emperor Clau-

dius, inftead of the reign of Nerva, or Trajan; between the

firft of which and Claudius there intervened the reigns of

feven feveral Emperors, viz. Nero, Galba, Otho, Vitellius,

Vefpafian, Titus, and Domitian. It is plain therefore, St.

John did not write his Gofpel before the reign of Nerva, i. e.

not before the year of Chrift, xcvii. for fooner he could not

return from Patmos ; but whether he wrote it in that year

immediately after his return, or fome time later, I (hall not

enquire. This is, I think, the moft received opinion about

the time of St. John's writing his Gofpel ; nor is there any
confiderable difference between the later Fathers and Epipha-
nius on this head. The author of the Martyrdom of Ti-

mothy (if I underftand his words right), aflerts the fame as

Epiphanius, viz. that he wrote it after his return from Pat-

mos to Ephefus ; and fo does Ifidore Hifpalenfis'
1

. Doro-

theus differs only, in faying, that he wrote it during his exile-

ftate in Patmos, and publifhed it afterwards by Gaius at

Ephefus
e
; and this is only one year's difference. There are

indeed fome manufcripts ', and later writers, as Theophylat
f
,

&c. who will have this Gcfpel written much fooner, viz. about

the year of Chrift, LXV. viz. thirty two years after our Sa-

viour's afcenfion
j
but the authority of thefe is fo fmall in

refpecl of thofe above-mentioned, that I need fay no more,
had not Mr. Whifton fallen in with their opinion

h
. He of-

*
Joanr.es diiciprlus Domini e- f Vid. Mill. inCalc. Joan.

didit EvangtliumEpheii Aii.ccom- B Prsf. in Joan.
morans. Adv. Hieiei". lib. 3. c. i. h

Eilay on the Conftit. p. igf
b
Loc.jamcit. See concerning the lime of St.

c Apud Phot. Cod. CCLIV. '

John's writing his Golpel, Dalianim
d

Inter Oithodcxogr. Vol. I. de Script. Dionyf. Areopag. &:.

p. 598. ]. i. c. JO. p. laz, &c.
e In Synopf.

VOL. III. I fers
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fers indeed feveral reafons for it, in which I cannot fee the

leaft fhew of evidence : the bare propofing them would be a

fufficient confutation of them. The moft confiderable of them

is the fourth, viz. that John, c. v. ver. z.fpeaks of the pool of

Betbefda in the prefent tenfe,
there is at Jerufalem, and not

there WAS, which better agrees to the time he affigns (as he

imagines) before the deJlruHlon of 'Jerusalem, when that pool

and porch were certainly in beingt than to the time afterward^
when probably both were dejlroyed. Dr. Whitby% feveral

years before Mr. Whifton, obferved and fubmitted (though
at the expence of a contradiction to what he b feemed elfe-

where to aflert) to the force of this argument}
"

If, fays he,
"

f'r
, THERE is, be the true reading, as the confent of almoft

"
all the Greek copies argues ;

it feems to intimate that Jeru-
" falem and this pool were then {landing, when St. John
" wrote this Gofpel ; and therefore, that it was written, as

"
Theophylact and others fay,

before the deftruction of Jeru-
"

falem, and not, as the more antient Fathers thought, long
after."

To this I anfvver }

(i.) That unlefs John had certainly known the deftru&ion

of this particular place at Jerufalem, it was more proper for

-him to fpeak in the prcfcnt time, as fuppofmg it ftill ftanding,

than in the paft time, aflettmg what he knew not. And in-

deed, who can fuppofe that John, at the diftance which Ephefus
was from Jerufalem, fhouid be particularly informed of the

deftruclion of every particular place in the city ?

(2.) That in all probability the pool was not filled up , but

jllll in the fame Jlate after the dcjlruftion of Jerufalem, as be-

fore.
Pools were of great fervice, and as it probably could

anfwer no end for the conquerors to deftroy it, fo it would be

a prodigious work to fill it up, efpecially if the accounts, which

we have of the feveral ftreams that fed it, may be depended

upon . Add to this, that Tertullian d

fays, this pool loft its

virtue after Chrift's time, undoubtedly referring to times after

inloc. Enquiry prefixed to his Exercita-
' Pcef. to John. tions on John, ch. 5.
e See Dr. Lightfoot, Chorogr.

d Adv. Jud. cap. 13.

the
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the deftruaion of the city, which fuppofes the pool ftill ftand-

ing.

(3.) Suppofe the pool was deftroyed, and John to have

known it, there is no impropriety in ufing the verb !rj nothing

being more common among writers, than to ufe verbs in the

prefent tenfe to denote the preterperfe tenfe. This is efpe-

cially remarkable in, and obferved by all the criticks on, the

New Teftament. See inftances in Glaffius, Gram. Sacr. 1. 3.

Traa. 3. Can. 48.

(4.) Several of the antient manufcripts and verfions read

the verb in the paft time. (See Dr. Mill Annot. in loc.) and

fo Nonnus paraphrafes the place,

'Hv as T; Ei"7row;TGj e tvvSu 'Brota'nxrj

III. St. John's Gofpel ivas tranjlated Into Hebrew. The
credit of this depends upon what we read in Epiphanius, in

the three feveral places referred to at the bottom of the page
a
.

IV. St. John's Gofpel was admired by the Platonijls. A-

melius h
fwore, the Barbarian (fo the Grecians called all but

themfelves) was in the right in his account of the WORD, ts'c.

and Auftin tells us, he was informed by Simplicianus^ Bijhop of

Mllan^ that a certain Platonijl faid, the beginning of St.

John's Gofpel deferved to be written in letters of gold, and to

be read in all publick aflemblies c
.

V. The Jlyle of St. John's Gofpel was judged by Dio-

nyfius Alexandrinus d
,
to be elegant and pure in refpeft of the

Greek) and the whole compofure to be beautiful in words and

thoughts^ without any barbarijms^ fclecifms,
or

idiotifrns
in it,

the author being endowed both with the advantage of learning^

and words, or eloquence. Some of the moderns have very po-

fitively determined otherwife ; Grotius c and Dr. Cave f have

Haeref. 30. . 3, 6, n. " Apud Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. 1. 7.
b
Apud Eufcb. Praep. Evang. c. 25.

lib. ii. p. 540. See Dr. Cave's e Annot. in Joan. Titul.

Life of St. John, .15.
f
Lib. cit. . 16.

c De Civ-t. Dei, lib. 10. c.ao.

I 2 told
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told us, one after the other, That his Greek generally abounds

with Syriacifms, bis difcourfes many times abrupt, fet off with

frequent antithefes^ connected with copulatives, paffages often

repeated^ things at firjt more obfcurely propounded^ and which he

isforced to enlighten with fubfequent explications^ words peculiar

to himfelf) and phrafes ufed in an uncommon fenfe. How juft

this is, I fhall leave to the reader to determine, only adding a

remark of Sixtus Senenfis?, That St. John had this peculi-

arity in his ftyle,
to make the lajl word of the former fentence,

to be thefirjl of the next b
.

CHAP. XV.

St. John's Gcfpel proved byfeveral Arguments to be Canonical.

An Objection againjl It
refuted.

It was not wrote by Ce~

rinthus.

THAT
which remains farther, is to evidence the Ca-

nonical authority of St. John's Gofpel, by the Propo-

rtions which are laid down in the firft Part, viz.

Arg. I. St. John's Gofpel is to be efteemed Canonical by

Prop. IV. becaufe it is found in all the Catalogues of Sacred

books, which we have among the writings of the primitive Chri-

Jiians. See what is faid under this argument in treating of

the preceding Gofpels, and how it is in the Catalogue of

Origen, Eufebius, Athanafius, Cyril, that of the council of

Laodicea, Epiphanius, Gregory Nazianzen, Philaftrius, Je-

rome, Ruffin, Auftin, that in the third council of Carthage,
and in the books under the name of Dionyfius the Areopagite.
Vol. I. Part I. Ch. VIII.

Bibl. Sinft. lib. 6. Annot. * See Vol. I. of this work, Part I.

173- Ch.XII.p. So.

Arg.
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Arg. II. The Gofpel of St. John is Canonical, becaufe it

is cited and appealed to as Scripture, in the ivritings ofthe pri-

mitive Chri/lians, by Prop. V.

I ihall here, as in treating of the former books, (hew the

feveral places of thofe antient authors, who have cited this

Gofpel. It is cited;

I. By CLEMENS ROMANUS.

I find but one place in his Epiftles, wherein he appears to

have cited St. John, viz. Epift. I. . 49. he manifeftly
ufes

thofe words of this Gofpel, Ch. x. 15.

II. By BARNABAS.

The author of this Epiftle feems plainly to have made ufe

of this Gofpel, Ch. VII. for he there not only mentions the

circumftance of our Saviour's being pierced at his crucifixion,

which is related only by St. John, (xix. 34,) but manifeftly

applies that prophecy, Zech. xii. 10. And they Jhall look upon

me ivbom they have pierced^ to this circumftance of Chrift's

paffion ; as St. John alfo does, ver. 37. What ftrengthens

and feems to render this evidence undeniable is, that the au-

thor cannot be fuppoicd to have thus applied the prophecy
from his own reading of it in the prophet; for he, not being a

Jew, underftood not the Hebrew, but muft be fuppofed to

have cited (as he ufually does) out of the LXX. Verfion.

Now the LXX. have rendered this place very different from

the Hebrew, a;.d that through a blunder or miftalce in their

reading, confounding i with ~i and 1 with 1 in one and the

fame word, reading, viz. np-i inftead of npT, and fo tranflat-

ing **Tjjpj<rarr<^ they infulted, inftead of ity.fvry)cra.i>, they pierced;

as St. John following the Hebrew does rightly tranflate. This

obfervation of the LXX.'s miftalce, was firft made by Je-
rome % and after him by Erafmus, Beza, Lightfoot, Ham-

mond,

* Ad Pammach. de optimo Ge- -where inftead of" the Hebrew words,
nc;-e Interpret, c. 3. An inftance of a

likemiftakecommittedbytheLXX.
"CDHN nnNitf 1 i* i. e. that

thelearned may obfcrve,Amos ix. i z .
tfJC}

, maypc
j]efs 'the remnant ofEdom,

I 3 the
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mond, and other critics on John xix. 37. Hence it is plain,

that the author of this Epiftle did certainly ufe St. John's Gof-

pei ; and what is farther remarkable to my purpofe, ufes the

very fame verb a
. I am fenfible indeed, that fome of the old

Greek copies have thefe words, as St. John; but it is plain

from Jerome, that it was not fo in the old LXX. and if it was

fo in the Verfions of Aquila, Symmachus, or Theodotion,

thefe were made after the time, in which the author of this

Epiftle is fuppofed to have wrote.

III. By IGNATIUS.

St. JOHN'S Go/pel.

1 Ch. v. 19, 30. and viii. 28.

2 Ch. i. i, c.

3 Ch. xii. 31. xiv. 30. xvi.

n. viz. the title given Sa-

tan, The prince of this

world.

The le/er Epljlles of IGNA-

TIUS.

1 Epift. ad Magnef. ch. vii.

2 ch. viii.

3 ad Roman, ch. vii.

IV. By JUSTIN MARTYR.

St. JOHN'S Gofpel. JUSTIN MARTYR'S Works.

1 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

p. 284, 285.

2 Apolog. 2. pro Chrift.

p. 74.

3 Apolog. p. 94.

4 Dialog, cum Tryph. Jud.

p. 322.

5 Ch. xix. 9, 5 Dialog, p. 329.

the LXX. read CHK for

and -lariT for .Vi2HM e. that the

refidue of men might feek the Lord.

This is the more confiderable, be-

caufethe LXX. are followed in this

tranflation by St. James, in his in-

ipired difcourfe, Afts xv. 17.
1

St. John's word is i^ixifr-/ia-u>,

and Barnabas's

V. By
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V. By THEOPHILUS ANTIOCHENUS.

In his fecond book to Autolycus^ he cites John i. I, 2, &c.

and introduces it thus, A^ao-xcr i/x*? at cLy\a.\

o nmt//*aTo0ofoi, l| &! 'iwafK *y, &c. i.e. the holy Scrip-

tures teachj and all the infpired writers, among whom is John,
who faith, In the beginning ivas the word, &c.

VI. By

I have obferved above, treating of St. Matthew's Gofpel,

that Feuardentius, at the end of his edition of this Father, has

made with great exa&nefs an index of moft of the citations,

made by Irenaeus from St. Matthew. The fame is to be faid

of his index of St. John, in which though he has not collected

all, yet he has moft of, the references made to it. I have exa-

mined all thofe, and obferved feveral others, and dare affirm,

that Irenseus has appealed to, or cited this Gofpel, in above

one hundred and twenty feveral places. It would be needlefs

to tranfcribe them. I fhall felecl: only thofe places, where St.

John's Gofpel is referred to by name, viz.

1 John i. i, &c. Adv. Haeref. lib. i. c. I. lib. 2. c. 2.

lib. 3.
c. ii. &c. lib. 5. c. 1 8. lib. 3. c. 8. lib. 3.

c. 18, &c.

2 John iv. 6. lib. 3. c. 32.

3
- v - 39- lib - 4- c. 23.

4 - 46. lib. 4. c. 3.

5
- xiii. 25. lib. 3. c. i.

6- xx. 31. lib. 3. c. 18.

I will only obferve farther from this antient Father, that he

feveral times cites this Gofpel under the exprefs and diftin-

guifhing name of SCRIPTURE, or THE SCRIPTURE; fo for

inftance, citing John i. 3. (lib. i. cap. 19.) he introduces

it thus, ^uemadmodum Scriptura dicit, i. e. As THE SCRIP-

TURE SAITH. *
Again, citing John xiv. 6.

(lib. 3. c. 5.)

*
Though the words do indeed evident they are alfo to be referred

introduce another text, yet it is to this.

14 he
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he fays, he takes his proof ex Scriptuns^ i. e.from the Scrip-

tures.

VII. By CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS.

The editor of the Paris edition of this Father's works, has

prefixed a collection of above thirty places, which are cited,

as he fays, by Clemens out of St. John's Gofpel ; but, as I have

above obferved on St. Matthew, his collection is in fo many

refpc6ts inaccurate, falfe, and defective, that as I could not

depend upon it myfelf, fo neither could I refer the reader to it.

I have therefore made the following collection, which is juft,

and may be fafely depended upon.

A Colleftion of the places of St. John's Gofpel, cited by Clemens

Alexandrinus.

'St. JOHN'S Gofpel. The Works of CLEMENS
ALEXANDRINUS.

1 Chap. i. i. I Admonit. ad Gentes p. 5.

et Psedagog. lib. i. c. viii.

p. 113.

2 3. 2 Paedagog. lib.
3. c. 5. p.

233. Stromat. lib. i.

p. 292. et lib. 6. p. 662.

3 12. 3 Stromat. lib. 4. p. 484.

4 14. 4 Paedagog. lib. i. c. 3. p.

83. et Stromat, lib. 5.

P-553-

5 ' 16. 5 Stromat. lib. i. p. 312.
6 17. 6 Paedagog. lib. i. c. 7. p.

112.

7 Stromat. lib. 5. p. 587.
8 P- 573

9 Paedagog. lib. j. c. 5. p.

91, 92.

10 Paedagog. lib. 2. c. 2. p

156.

1 1 Stromat. lib.
3. p. 462.

12 Chap.
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St. JOHN'S Gofpel. The Works of CLEMENS
ALEXANDRINUS.

12 Chap. iii. 16. 12 Pasdagog. lib. i. c. 6. p.

94. et Strom, lib. 5.

p. 591.

13 I. ..

19. 13 Admonit. ad Gentes, p.

63-

14. Ch. iv. 6. ,14 Paedagog. lib. i. c. 9. p.

126.

15 7- J 5 P^dagog. lib. 2. c. 3. p.

161.

1 6 32. 1 6 Psedagog. lib. I. c. 6. p.

104.

17 Ch. v. 24. 17 Paedagog. c. 6. p. 93.
1 8 Ch. vi. 27. 1 8 Stromat. lib. i. p. 272.

Stromat. lib. 3. p. 463,

19 32. 19 Paedagog. lib. I. c. 6. p.

104.

20 -
36. 20 Stromat. lib. 4. p. 542.

21 39, 21 Psedagog. lib. i. c. 6. p.

94.

22 51. 22 Paedagog. c. 6. p. 100

102.

23 Ch. vii. 16. 23 Stromat. lib. i. p. 312.

24 ig. 24 Ibid.

25 33. 25 Stromat. lib. 4. p. 468.

Stromat. lib. 6. p. 666.

26 Ch. viii. 24. 26 Stromat. lib. 5. p. 591.
2 7 34) 35 . 27 Jib. 2 . p. 368.

28 44. 28 lib. i. p. 311.

29 Ch. x. i. 29 " ' lib. 5. p. 590.

30 7, 9, 30 Admonit. ad Genres, p. 8.

31 8. 31 Stromat. lib. i. p. 309.

32 ii, 32 Paedagog. lib. i. c. 7. p.

108. Pjedagog. c. 9. p.

126. Paedagog. c. n, p.

J
33-

33 Chap.
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St. JOHN'S Gofpel.
The Works of CLEMENS

ALEXANDRINUS.

33 Chap. xi. 43. 33 Paedagog. lib. i. c. 2. p.

8 1.

34 Ch. xiii. s,&c. 34 Paedagog. lib. 2. c. 3. p.

161.

35 Ch. xiv. 6. 35 Stromat. lib. x. p. 285.

Stromat. lib. 5. p. 553.

36 Ch. xv. I. 36 Paedagog. lib. i. c. 8. p.

115. Stromat. lib. i.

p. 291.

37 ii, 12. 37 Stromat. lib. 2. p. 391.

38 Ch. xvi. 27. 38 Paedagog. lib. i. cap. 3.

p. 82.

39 Ch. xvii. 23. 39 Ibid.

4 2127. 40 Paedagog. lib. x. c. 8. p.

117, 118.

41 Ch. xx. 29. 41 Stromat. lib. 2. p. 362.

42 Ch. xxi. 9, &c. 42 Paedagog. lib. 2. cap. i.

p. 147.

By all that is above {aid, it is undeniably evident, that this

Gofpel of St. John was appealed to as Scripture, in the writ-

ings of the firft and moft early Chriftians. The matter is fo

clear, and the citations fo numerous in the writings of Tertul-

lian, Origen, Jerome, Auftin, &c. that I thought it necdlefs

to collect them.

Arg. III. The Gofpel of St. John is of Canonical autho-

rity by Prop. VI. becaufe it was read as Scripture in the af-

fcmblies or the churches of the primitive Chriftians. Not to

repeat what I have above faid, for the proof of this I muft re-

fer the reader to Vol. I. Part I. Ch. X. of this work, and

what is faid above, concerning the reading of St. Matthew's

Gofpel, in this Part, Chap. III.

Arg. IV. The Gofpel of St. John is of Canonical autho-

jity, by Prop. XV. becaufe it was ejleemed as fuch by the

churchit
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churches of Syria In or near the Apojlles* time^ and accordingly

placed by them among their colleftion offacred books.

All the obje&ion, which has been made againft the authority

of this Gofpel, is, that it was not written by St. John, but a

noted Heretick, Cerinthus, who was cotemporary with St.

John. This was firft aflerted by the Hereticks, whom Epi-

phanius calls "AAoyoi, Alogians, becaufe they did not believe the

Twyoy, or wordy fpoken of in the firft chapter of the Gofpel;

(fee Epiphan. Haeref. 51. . i, 2, 3.) Nor do I know, that

any of the antient Hereticks befides thefe were of this opinion.

Sixtus Senenfis a and Father Simon b
tell us, the Theodotians,

or followers of Theodotus Byzantius, followed the Alogians
herein ; but I believe thefe two learned writers were led into

this miftake by a too hafty reading of the words of Epipha-

nius, (Haeref. 51. . i.) where this is not aflerted of the

Theodotians. Mr. Toland indeed, has infmuated this ob-

jection againft the credit of St. John's Gofpel
c
; but it is eafy

to anfwer him and his brethren the Alogl.

1. That the Gofpel is direft
ly contrary to the doftrines of Ce-

rinthus. He taught, that Chrift was in all refpefts a mere

man, -^^ aSp7roj, born as other men. This Gofpel evi-

dently ajjerts the contrary. How can it be (fays Epiphanius,

. 4.) that
thofe things Jhould be wrote by Cerinthus, which

are direftly contrary to Cerinthus ? See this argument farther

purfued, and well managed, by that Father in the place cited.

2. The antient writers aflure us, that this Gofpel was writ-

ten by St. John, with the particular intention of confuting the

herefy of Cerinthus. So Irenaeus d
, Epiphanius

6
, Jerome

f
,

&c. See this proved above, Ch. XIV. in the beginning.

3. Befides thefe filly
and late Hereticks, the Alogians, all

the ChriJJians do unanimoujly afcribe it to St. John. I call

them late, becaufe, according to Epiphanius, (Haer. 51. .

j.) they did not arife till after the Montanifts, i. e. not till

a
Biblioth.San&.l.j.deEvang.

<i Adv. Haeref. lib. 3. c. n.
Joan. Haeref.

e
Hasref. 51. $. 4. & iz.

b Critic. Hift. of the New Teft.
f

Praefat. in Comment, in Matt.

Part i. ch. 13. p. 117. &Catal. Vir. Illuftr. inj->jn.
t Amyntor, p. 65.

after
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after the latter end of the fecond century. The fathers who

have afcribed this Gofpel to St. John, as its author, arc-

above cited in the preceding Chapter; to which I add, that in

the Hypotypofes, under the name of Clemens Alexandrinus a
,

the author ftiles him 7^.art Ssopo^Sm-a : i. e. infpired by the

Holy Gbojl in writing bis Gofpel ; and Origen
b

fays, this

Gofpel was received as his, among the Kvetrr'tfpvra, I* rrf I

el-paw iy.xXr,cia, ra sS : i. e. the books which were admitted by

all the churches in ihe world. He who has a mind, may fee

more in anfwer to the opinion of Cerinthus being the author

of St. John's Gofpel, in Epiphanius, Sixtus Senenfis, and

Father Simon, in the places already cited ; and befides thefe,

in the two anfwers of Mr. Nye
c
, and Mr. Richardfon d

, to

Amyntor, and Dr. Whitby's preface to his Annotations upon
this Gofpel.

As to the portions of this Gofpel, which are fuppofed not to

be written by John, viz. the hiftory of the adulterous woman,
ch. viii. and the whole laft chapter of the Gofpel ; I have no

more to fay, than that concerning the former I have faid fome-

what, Vol. I. Part I. Ch. XVIII. p. in. and the latter is

only a -conjecture of Grotius c
, without any iblid foundation ;

as is well judged by the French critics, Father Simon f and

Du Pin-; and after them, by Dr. Mill, Prolegom. in Nov.
Tell. . 249.

1
Apud Eufeb. Hill. Eccl. 1. 6.

c.i4.
b

Expofir. in Matt. lib. i . apud
Euieb. Hift.Ecclef. lib. 6. c. 25.

c Defence of the Canon, p. 8 1 .

d Canon Vindicated, p. 73.
e Annot. in Joan. xx. 30.
f Crit. Hilt. New Teft. loc. cit.

E Hill, of the Canon of the New
Teft. Vol. ii. c. a. . 6.

CHAP.
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CHAP. XVI.

St. Luke was the Author of the AcJs of the Apcftles. This

provedfrom many Tejiimonies of the ant'ient Fathers. An

Objectionfrom the Synopfis, tinder the Name of Athanajius,

, refuted. The Afil contain the Hijlory of the Cbrijlian

Church for the Space of twenty-eight Tears. The Time of
St. Luke''s writing the Als

difcovered.
IVhether he went

to Alexandria ? The AEls ^vere foon tranjlated Into Hebrew.

I. OT. Luke, the author of the Gofpel under that name,

O was alfo
the author of the book intitled, THE ACTS OF

THE APOSTLES. This is apparent from the conftant tefti-

mony of all antiquity, the matter being never once queflioned

by any of the Catholick Church* I (hall mention only thofe

which are moft antient.

I. Irenaeus has in feveral places afcribed this Hi/lory to

St. Luke, as its author ;
for inflance, citing the Hiftory, Acts

viii. 9. he introduces it thus: Luke, the
difciple

and follower

oftheApoJileSyhys thus, A certain man, named Simon a
; in

another place
b
, citing Ac"ls xv. 39, &c. he faith, Luke was tJ:?

infeparable companion andfelloiu-labourer of Paul, and wrote

thus, viz. concerning the contention of Paul and Barnabas ;

and then proceeds largely to prove, that St. Luke was the

conftant companion of St. Paul, becaufe in the A&s, Chap.
xvi. 10, n, 12, 16, 17, and Chap. xx. xxi. and xxvii. he

fpeaks in thefirft perfon plural,
" WE endeavoured, WE came,

" WE went, WE fate down, and WE fpake, See." all which

proves, that Irenseus looked upon Luke as the undoubted au-

thor of this book. The fame he proves from feveral places of

St. Paul's Epiftles (viz. 2 Tim. iv. n. Col. iv. 14.) and

concludes from the whole St. Luke' s
fitnefs for writing a juji

*
Difcipxilus et frclator Apofto- man, &:c. adv. Ilxrtf. lib. i. c. to.

Jorum ait; fir ^uidc.m, nomine SI- k Adv. H^erei'. lib. 3. c. 14.

and
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and true hi/lory.
In another place

> he fhews, that St. Luke's

A&s of the Apoftles ought to be equally received with his Gof-

Pel; for that in them he has carefully delivered to us the truth,

and given us a fure rule for fahation, &c. Again, lib. 3.

c. 13. he obferves, that St. Paul's account, Gal. ii. i. of the

time when he went to Jerufalem, exaftly agrees with Luke's

account in the ARs. Laftly, this Father, citing part of Ste-

phen's fpeech, A&s vii. introduces it thus, So Luke writes,

&c".

2. Clemens Alexandrinus e
, citing PauFs fpeech at Athens,

A&s xvii. 22, &c. introduces it, So Luke in the Afts of the

Apojlles relates that Paulfaid, &c.

3. The Author of the Hypotypofes, under the name of

Clemens Alexandrinus d
, fpeaking of the Epijlle to the He-

brews, fays it was tranflated out of its original Hebrew, in

which it was written by Paul, into Greek by Luke; whence,

fays he, we may obferve, that there is a great likenefs in the

Jlyle of that Epi/lle, and the Afts of the Apojlles ; from whence

it is manifeft, this author efteemed Luke the author of the Afls

of the Apojlles.

4. Tertullian cites feveral places out of the Atts of the Apo-

jlles , which he calls Commentarius Lucte^ i. e. the Commentary

of Luke \

5. Origen afcribes the Acls of the Apojlles to Luke f
.

6. Eufebius faith, Luke has
left

us two infpired volumes-^ viz.

the Gofpel and the Afts *.

Adv. Haeref. lib. 3. c. 15. Ap-.id Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. lib. 6.

Lucas Stephanum fie dixille c. 14.
fit. Adv. Hasi-ef. lib. 4. c. ^g.

e Lib. de jejun. adverf. Pfych.
Kati o Aofxa; it TJ fJfai^i- cap. 10.

Nyt^MM^M TO
'

Aot/x.ij o yja^f r TLvayyt-

Strom, lib. 5. Xw> x TJ Hfein{. Apvid Eufeb.

p. 588. Hilt. Ecclei'. lib. 6. c. ^c
l

. Itmay
TO ainov ycurai tvpiy- indeed be cjueftioned, whether thele

f "SOT '
* Eul '

lib. 3. c. 4.

7. Jerome
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7. Jerome alfo exprefsly aflerts the dels to be the compo-

fureofLuke*.

8. several antient manuscript Greek copies have the name of

St. Luke prefixed to this Hi/lory (Simon. Crit. Hift. of the

New Teft. Part I. c. 14.) j as alfo hath the old Syriack Ver-

fion, which feems in this cafe to have fome weight, as agreeing

with all antiquity.

From all this teftimony my propofition is abundantly evi-

dent ; nor have I met with any thing which can be objected

hereto, unlefs that it be made an objection, which we read in

the author of the Synopjis Scripturarum^ under the name of

Athanafius, viz. that Peter difiated the Acls of the Apojlles^

but Luke wrote them b
j but it is eafy to reply;

1. "That oneJingle tejlimony is not to be credited againji the

univerfal concurrence of antiquity.

2. It is very evident, that Luke -wrote the greatejl part of

this book of his own knowledge , and ib had no need of any one

to dictate to him. And hence Eufebius fays, he wrote the

Acts not from tradition^ or hearfay^ but as what hefaw and

heard c
; and Jerome exprefsly

d
,
he wrote the Ailsfrom what

himfelffaw. Befides, as Luke was the conftant companion
of Paul, he was more capable of writing his hiftory, which is

the greateft part of the book, than Peter could be.

II. The Afls of the Apojlles^ written by St. Luke, contain

the hiftory of the infantJ1ate of the Chrijlian Church^for the

fpace of about twenty-eight years. He begins this Hiftory
where his Gofpel-hiftory ended, viz. with an account of our

Saviour's afcenfion, and what followed in the Church after-

wards. He ends his Hiftory with the relation of Paul's being

brought to Rome, and his abode there for the fpace of two

years (xxviii. 30, 31.) Hence the truth of the propofition

will be clearly evinced ; for, whereas our Saviour afcended in

Catalog, viror. illuftr. in Jo- ffv.tyfei^otro o

an.
^ ^ Vid. bynopf.

b Tj Ilfa'lsf? run aVoroXwx, l Loc. cit.

5 VerXo5> " Ada apoltolorum, fiatt vide-

rat, compoiuit. Loc. cit.

the
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the year from his birth 33, and St. Paul went to Rome in the

fourth or fifch year of Nero's reign, i. e. in the year of Chrift

58, or rather 59 ; if we add to this number the two years of

his abode there, with which account the hiftory of the Acts is

concluded, it will produce the year 61, which from the year

33, makes juft twenty-eight years.

There is indeed the difference of two years between the

above account, and that of Bifhop Pearfon ", Spanheim
h
,
Dr.

Mill % and fome others ; but as the difference is fo fmall, and

my account is conformable to the common chronology of

Chriftianity, Ifhall fay no more.

COROLL. Hence we fee near to what time this Hiftory of

the A&Js was written^ viz. either in the year of Chrift 62, or

not long after.
It being altogether probable, that St. Luke

would not defer his writing long after his departure from St.

Paul ; which feems to have been now, when the Apoftle was

fet at liberty from his confinement at Rome. I have above

obferved (Chap. XI.), treating of St. Luke's Gofpel, that St.

Luke continued at Rome after St. Paul went thence; and there

it is probable, he wrote very foon both his Gofpel and Affs.

That he wrote them both in the fame year feems very pro-

bable, as it is certain that one of them is only to be looked

upon as the fecond part, or continuation of the other. Dr.

Gnibe <',
to ferve a particular defign, and after him Dr. Mill c

,

fuppofe St. Luke to have gone, immediately upon his parting
from St. Paul, into Egypt, and there at Alexandria to have

publifhed both his Gofpel and Acts of the Apoftles, A. D. 64.

The foundation of this opinion is partly the ailertion of it in the

tide of the Syriack Verfion, and partly the credit of the Con-

fHtutions of the Apoftles, in which it is faicl, that Luke ordained

Avilius, fecond Bifhop of Alexandria (lib. 7. c. 46.); but

neither of thefe are of any weight, the titles and epigraphs of

An:v.l. P-iv.lin. p. 18.
d

Spicileg. Patr. torn. i. p. 31,
Hiftur. ChrilK S-.xiil. I. $. 6. 33.

ProK-goiu. in Nov.Telh 121. e
Prok-goin. in Nov.Ttft. . 1 14.,

ct in.

this
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this Verfion not being of very certain authority, and the Cori-

ftitutions ofthe Apoftles of much lefs, or none at all.

III. The Afls of the Apples feem to have been very early

tranilated out of Greek into Hebrew. This, Epiphanius tells

us a
, he had by information from feveral Jews, and afterwards b

,

that one Jofephus found a copy of the Afo in Hebrew in the

Jewifh archives at Tiberias.

CHAP. XVII.

The Afls of thf Apojlles proved to be Canonical by various Ar-

guments. A Mijlake offame learned Men corrected ; viz.

that the Atts were not fo much known or regarded^ as the

other Books of the New Tejiament. A PaJJage of a Book

under the Name of Chryfojhm to this Purpofe, largely conji-

dered. Who among the antient Hereticks rejected the Atts*

Arg. I. crHE Atts of the Apoftles are of Canonical autho-

rity by Prop. IV. becaufe it is found in all tlie

catalogues of facred books, which we have in the writings of

the primitive Chriftians. See Vol. I. Part I. Ch. VIII.

Arg. II. The Acls of the Apojiles are of Canonical autho-

rity,
becaufe they are cited and appealed to as Scripture, in the

writings of the primitive Chriitians, by Prop.V. as will appear

from the following inftances.

The Afts of the Apples are cited,

I. By CLEMENS ROMANUS, Epift. I. ad Corinth.

Ch. II. He cites the words, which are Acts xx. 55.

Ch. XVIII. He certainly made ufe of^
and appears to have

read^ Ads xiii. 22. For, whereas Paul in that place manifeftly

a Hasref. 30. Ebionit. . 3.
b Ibid. . 6. et . ia.

VOL. III. K cites
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cites Pfalm Ixxxix. 20. and makes an addition or paraphrafe in

the citation, inferting thofe words ?.*-* xnfiw /*a, which

are not in the Pfalm, Clemens citing the fame Pfalm has in-

ierted Paul's addition. Nor is there any room to obje6t, that

perhaps they both cited according to the Septuagint ; for there

are no fuch words in any of the copies of the Septuagint, nor

any various reading like it to be found.

II. By POLYCARP, Eptfl. adPhilipp.

Ch. I. He cites thofe words of Peter's fpeech, which arc

recorded, Acls ii. 24.

III. By JUSTIN MARTYR.

Cohort, ad Greec. p. II. he cites Ats vii. 22. viz. that Mo-

fcs was learned in all the wifdom of the Egyptians. And as

Juftin could not gather this out of the book of Exodus, fo

among other reafons it is certain he did not, becaufe he cites

thofe whom he calls o-a$x?a TM Yofwyga'pv, thofe excellent

hiftorians, who wrote Mofes's life and actions ; which cannot

refer to the Pentateuch.

In the book under Juftin's name, undoubtedly antient, the

Acts are often referred to ; e. g. Expolit. Fidei de reft. Con-

fef. p. 375. reference is made to Ats ix. 15. and Quaeft. et

Refponf. ad Orthodox, which perhaps is partly Juftin's, it is

often cited, viz. Acts i. j. Quaeft. 112. iv. 18. Refponf. ad

Quaeft. 24. et Refponf. ad Quaeft. 108. vii. 22. Quaeft. 25.

x. per tot. Quaeft. 89. xxiii. 3. Quaeft. 125. and many other

places.

IV. By IRENJEUS.

Tins Father has often appealed to thefe Atts of St. Luke : I

have made thefollowing collection.

The Atts of the Apojlles. The Works O/I

i Chap. i. 7. j Lib. I. adv. Hasref. c. 33.

2 Ib. 3. c. i.

4 ' 12. et Lib. i.
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The Atts of the dpojlles. . The Works of IRENJEUS.

5 Ch. ii. 15, 16, 17, 22, 5 Lib. 3. c. 12.

29.

6 41- 6 Ib. 4. c. 40.

7 Ch. iii. 6, 7, 8, 12.
7 Ib. 3. c. 12.

8 Ch. iv. 8, 9, 24, 31, 33. 8 Ib. p. 264.

9 32. 9 Ib. i. c. 3.

10 Ch. v. 30, 42. I0 Ib. 3. c. 12.

Ji Ch. vii. 2 7. ii Ib.

N. B. Here he calls this

book Scripture feveral
times.

12 Ch. vii. 38, 39, 40. J2 Lib. 29.

Here Luke is named.

13 56, &c. 13 Ib.
3. c. 12.

14 Ch. viii. 9. 14 Ib. I. c. 20.

Here Luke is named
alfo^

and called a Difciple and

companion of the Apoftles.

J5 Ib. 4 . c . 75 .

16 Ib. i. c. 20.

17 Ib. 4. c. 40. et Lib. 3.

C. 12.

18
33,37. ,8 Ib.

19 Ch. ix. 4, 5, &c. 19 Ib.

20
4, 5, 15, 1 6. 20 Ib.

3. c. 15.

Here Iren&us argues for
the credit of Luke and
his ARs.

20 21 Ib.
3. C. 12.

I, &C. 25. 22 Ib.

28.
23 Ib;

24 35 , 37 .

24 Ib>

25 Ch. XIV. I 5 .

25 jb>

26 Ch. xv. 7, &c . 26 Ib .

27 2 3 , &C.

27 Ib .

28 Ch. xvi. 9, &c. 28 Ib>
3> c> J4>

T^/V whole chapter is taken

K 2 ,,
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'The Atts of the dpojiles.

PART iv.

Tlie Als of the Applies.
"the Works of IRENJEUS.

up in offerting the credit

of St. Luke, and the
ufe-

fulmfs of bis writings.

29 Ch. xvii. 2431. 29
- 12.

30 Ch. xx. 6. 30
-

14.

V. By CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS.

The AftsoftheApoJlles.
The Works of CLEMENS

ALEXANDRINUS.

i Predagog. lib. 2. c. 7. p.

172.

2 Ch, x. ii 16. . 2- lib. 2. c. i. p. 149.

^
-

34,, 35. 3 Stromat. lib. 6. p. 646.

4.
Ch. xv. 28,, c. 4 Paedagog. lib. 2. c. 7. p.

172. et Strom, lib. 4,

p. 512.

5 Stromat. lib. 5. p. 588.

Here Luke is cited by name

as the author of the Afts.

6- p. 584.

See thisfpeech of Paul, alfo

Strom, lib. i. p. 314,

3 J 5-

7 Ch. xxvi. 17, &c. 7 Ib.

VI. By TERTULLIAN.

He makes very numerous appeals to, and citations from,

thefe Adts ; it would be tedious to collet them all ; I choofe

rather to obferve, that this Father cites it under the exprefs

name of Scripture : which part of Scripturey fays he, they who

do not receive^ mujl deny the defcent of the Holy Ghoft, and be ig-

norant of the infant Jlate of the Chrtftian Church a
. In like

*
QVKUTI Scripturam qui non re- &c. De Pnefcript. adv. Haeretic.

cipiunt, nee Spiritual Sanftum pof- cap. 22.

font agnofcere, difcentibus miflum,

manner
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manner he calls it Scripture in another place% dl^wter againft

the Marcionites, and condemns them for rejecting
the A6ts,

proving their truth and
genuineness by the teftimonies of St.

Paul in his EpilHcs, and in another place
a

exprefsly calls

it the compofure of Luke. I will not tire the reader with any
more collections of the Fathers' appeals to thefe Acts. The
later Fathers cite them continually, as the only audientick hif-

tory they had, of the primitive ftate of the church. I pro-
ceed :

Arg. III. The Acts of the ApofHes are Canonical, becaufe

they were read as Scripture in the churches or ajfemblies cfihe

Cbriftians in the firjl ages, by Prop, VI. For the evidence of

this, it will be Sufficient to confult Vol. I. Part I. Ch. X. and

what is above faid, concerning the reading of St. Matthew's

Gofpel, in this Part, Ch. III.

COROLL. I. From this and the preceding arguments, it is

evident, that feveral learned men are very grcfsly miftaken, who

conclude, that the Acts of the Apoftles -were
left known, lefs

read, and lefs regarded in the firji centuries, than the other books

of the New Teftamcnt. The foundation of their opinion is a

paffage in the Prolegomena upon the dels, under the name of

Chryfo/lom
c
, which begins thus : This book is not fo much as

known to many ; they know neither the book, nor by ivhom it

was icritten. Hence thofe, who always labour to leilen the cre-

dit of the Canon, have drawn fine conciufions.

I. Father Simon d concludes hence, that the Gofpels and the

Epijrlcs of St. Paid were then (viz. in Chryfoftom's time,

i. c. in the fifth century) only accounted to belong to the New

Teftarnuri : perhaps, fays he, none but thefe two works, were

read in the churches in
thofe primitive ages.

Scripniram Aftorum Apbfm- JV yvfypn >, &TE avro, re

lorxiu) coniinnat. Adv. Mi.rcion. ,.-'- a JTo x.at* o-ti9s-. Vid.

Luc*. Lib. de -^f- Aft p. 254.

cap... ;> p^
Cnnc H., ot tn. N. T.

TO ^.fcXicv *$

1C ** Dr.



, 34
The Acts of the Apoflks*

PART IV.

2. Dr. Mill 2
,

after having faid the Gofpels were foort

fpread into every one's hands, adds, The cafe was not fo

with the other books of the New Teftament ;
for the books

" of the Afts being of fomewhat lefs ufefulnefs, than theGof-

pel of Luke, as containing the hiftory, not of Chrift, but

" of his Apoftles, or rather indeed only of Paul, was neither

read in the churches, nor wrote out but by very few ;"

then he cites the paflage of Chryfoftom above produced.

Thus did thcfc two learned men endeavour, without any ar-

guments, to leflen the credit of this facred book : for if my

preceding arguments are good, and the A6b of the Apoftles

be in all the catalogues of the facred books among theantients ;

if it was cited by all the firft Chriftians in their writings, and

was read in their churches (all which I have undeniably

proved) ; with what face could thefe gentlemen tell the world,

that it was not read nor known among the Chriftians ? The

book appears, by all the writings of antiquity, to have been al-

moft as much known as the Gofpels themfelves, and as con-

ftantly ufed : but their refuge is the paflage of Chryfoftom :

he fays, It was not known to many. To which I reply,

1. That this does not appear to be the work of Chryfo/lom,

and Dr. Mill himfelf b
fufpe&ed it : Chryfojtomus^ fays he, vel

alius quifpiam fub ejus nomine, &c. Bellarmine indeed con-

tends for its genuinenefs
c
. Erafmus d feems to have thought

that it was not his ; and fo it is moft probable.

2. It does not follow, that, becaufe feveral perfons, or mojl, in

the country) where this author wrote, were ignorant ofthe Afts\

that therefore it was not known to the greatejl part of the

Cbr'ijllan church. Erafmus fuppofes % that the author means

only, that it was unknown to the rabble ; but the learned know

it. It is much better explained by the learned Fabricius f
.

*
Prolog, in N. T. . 242, 243.

f Sed apparet hifce verhis potius
b Ibid. fupinamquoiundaminicitiamettor-
c De Script. Ecclef. in Chry- pcrem, quam publicam Ecclefiae fu-

foltom. oiiim temporum negligcntiam, a viro

Annct. in Aft. i. i. dilertiffimo reprehendi et increpari.
e Ibid. Ccd. Apoc. N. T. t. z. p. 751.

Tbefe
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Thefe words, fays he, rather Jhew, that the wretched ignorance

and lazinefs offame particular perfons was condemned by Chry-

fojhm, than the negligence of the univerfal church in his time.

3. If Chryfoftom himfelf had pofitively afierted, that the

Acts of the Apoftles were not known and read in his time, he

ought not to be believed, becaufe the evidence is fo plain to

the contrary from fo many authors.

4. Add to this, that Chryfoftom himfelf in another place

faith, that the Acts of the Apoftles was wont to be read in

their churches after Eafter, and before Whitfuntide ; for this

he affigns this reafon, that nothing can more convictively evi-

dence the refurredtion of Chrift, which is the bafis of all our

religion, than the pouring forth of the Holy Ghoft, and the

propagation of the Gofpel by their miniftry over the world 9

all which is recorded in the Acts. Vid. Fabric. Cod. Apoc.
N. T. Praefat. in torn. 2. And this, by the way, feems to

me no fmall evidence of what I have above faid, viz. that

the book upon the Acts, from whence the paflage under debate

was taken, was not made by Chryfoftom ; if it was, Chry-
foftom muft contradict himfelf in a plain matter of fact, viz.

In one place he aflerts the book not to be known ; and in an-

other, that it was publickly read in the churches.

Erafmus, though he feems not to give any credit to the paf-

fage under the name of Chryfoftom, yet, for another reafon,

concludes the Acts were not fo much known in the Greek

church, as the Gofpels and Paul's Epiftles, viz. becaufe^ as he

fays, major erat lettionis varietas, he found more various lec-

tions in the MSS. of this, than any other of thefacred books.

What this learned critic means, I know not ; if his argu-
ment will prove any thing, it is the direct contrary ; for the

more various lections there are of any book, the more often it

has been tranfcribed, and confequcntly the more it appears tQ

have been in ufe.

Arg. IV. The Avlls of the Apoftles are Canonical, be-

caufe the book is found among thofe which were received by
the churches of Syria as fuch, and which they collected toge-

ther as Scripture, and tranflated ; Prop. XV.
. K 4 From
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From what is faid it appears, that the Acts have as much

evidence of their genuinenefs and Canonical authority, as they

need to have, or can be fuppofed to have, at this diftance of

time from their writing. I know nothing that has been ob-

jected againft the authority of this facred volume ; nor indeed

that can be, unlefs it fhould be faid, t\&tfome of the firft and

jnofl early Heretlcks of the church did not receive it as Scrip-

ture. The fact is indeed certain. The Acts appear to have

been rejected by feveral of them. Tertullian tells us, that

Cerdo (whofe difciple Marcion was) rejected the Acts as

falfe
*

; and in the fame book b
difputes againft fome whom he

does not name, who denied this part of Scripture ; and in his

difpute againft Marcion c
, confutes him and his difciples for

their abfurd opinion of rejecting the Acts. Philaftrius informs

us, that the Cerinthians alfo did not receive it
d

: as Auftin

likewife c
, that the Manichees did not, becaufe they looked

upon Manes or Manichasus to be the Paraclete
foretold^ "John

xvi. whereas the Acls ofthe Apt/lies exprefsly
declare it to have

been the Holy Ghoft, who defcended upon the Apoftles. I

have carefully examined the feveral places, where thefe Here-

ticks are faid to have rejected the Acts, but find not any one

reafon afligned for their doing fo. But to end in Father Si-

mon's words f
;

" Let us leave thefe enthufiafts, who had no
" other reafon to refufe the books that were approved by the
" whole Church, than this, that they did not fuit with the idea,
" which they had formed of the Chriftian religion."

* Lib. de Prefcript. adv. Haere- c Adv. Marcion. lib. 5. c. 2.

tic. c. 51. A6ta Apoltolorum quafi
d

Hseref. 26.
falfa rejicit. Vid. Pamel. Aimot. iu c De Utilitate credendi, ad Ho-
Icc. norat. cap. 3.

'

Cap. 22. Q^am Scripturam
' Critic. Hift. of New Tefi..

qui ribn recipiunt, nee Spiritual Par. I. c. 14. in fine.

Sanchim poffunt sgoofcere, &c.
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TO

MR. SAMUEL JONES,

SIR,

all thofe various ftudies in which man-

kind are employed, there are none in which the

Chriftian mould more heartily engage, than

thofe which have a tendency to advance the

honour, and promote the knowledge, of the

facred Scriptures.

The underftanding the two original lan-

guages, in which the Bible was written, an ac-

quaintance with the dialers of the Hebrew,
the antient Verfions of the Old and New Tef-

tament, the cuftoms of the Jews, and other

neighbouring nations, are means very neceffary

for obtaining thefe ends. By thefe and fbme

other fuch means, very great advances were

made towards the knowledge of the Scriptures,

in the beginning of the laft century. Diffi-

culties, which before feemed infuperable, were

folved, and feeming contradictions, which gave
occafion to the enemies of Chriftianity, to blaf-

fbeme the good word of God, were by thefe

means happily and fully reconciled. Grotius,

Scaliger,
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Scaliger, Cafaubon, Drufius, Spanheim, Ham-

mond, Lightfoot, &c. to the great advantage

of Christianity, employed their endeavours in

thefe ftudies; and nothing is more to be la-

mented, than that fo few fmce their time have

followed their example, and endeavoured to

promote the fame fort of knowledge.
How unwearied and fuccefsful your endea-

vours, Sir, have been, to revive this fort of

learning among us, there are many who will

gratefully acknowledge, and future generations

will have juft occafion to own. It is owing to

you, Sir, and your inftruclions, that a great

number of youth are now employed in endea-

vours, by the ufe of the forementioned means,

to underftand, and make others undcrftand, the

facred Scripture. I defign not to fill an Epiftle

with any of the trite naufeous flattering ex-

preffions, of which dedications ordinarily con-

lift. Flattery is what, I know, you neceiTarily

hate, and, to fpeak your praife, I need not.

All I defign is to improve the opportunity I

now have, publickly to - acknowledge myfelf

obliged to you for all the proficiency I have

made, either in the forementioned, or any
other ftudies, and withal to exprefs my defire

of your future greater fuccefs in your ufcful

work.

Go on then, Sir, and may heaven ftill blefs

you with the continuance of your health, and

defired fuccefs
; may you Hill be the happy in-

ftrumcnt
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ftrument of making many fit for publick ufe-

fulnefs, and eminent fervice to the Church of

Chrift, and the intereft of true Religion.

This, Sir, is the very earneft defire of

Your moft Obliged

Humble Servant,

JEREMIAH JONES.

THE





THE PREFACE.

1<VERY one, who makes a profeffion of Chrifti-

ajiity, does thereby oblige himfelf to ufe his utmoft

endeavours, in all poffible inftances, for the fup-

port, defence, and advancement of that excellent

Religion ; and if, in this matter, our zeal and dili-

gence ought to be proportionable to the induftry

and numbers of thole, who would fubvert our Re-

ligion, perhaps there never was a time, in which

our zeal and diligence Ihould be greater. Irreligion

indeed, in its praffice, has been the reproach of all

ages, but its open and publick defence feems to be

peculiar
to ours. It is but of late, that men have

learnt to fecure the undifturbed pofTeffion of their

vices and immoralities, by a profefled difbelief of

the grand maxims of piety and virtue. It is but of

late, that it has been reckoned a perfection, boldly

to beat down, and level, the eternal differences of

good and evil. In many companies he now makes

the beft figure, who gives the largeft proofs of his

profanenefs ;
and he is a man of the greateli fire and

wit, that dares to fpeak moft contemptibly of God,

and his providence. It is now become a fafhion-

able
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able accomplishment, wittily to deride, and droll

upon, facred things, and boldly to doubt and dif-

believe every thing in the facred Scriptures, only

becaufe it is there.

How it comes to pafs, that profanenefs and fcep-

ticifm fhould fo much abound in the prefent age,

may very well deferve a ferious enquiry. Among
other unhappy caufes, I cannot but believe the

growing disbelief and contempt of Revealed Re-

ligion, and that growth of profanenefs, which ne-

ceffarily follows fuch difbelief, are very much

owing to the imprudent treatment, the facred Scrip-

tures have met with from many of thofe, who pro-

fefs to believe their infpiration. The many me-

thods that have been taken (even by feveral of the

Chriftian Clergy) to render the Canon of Scripture

uncertain ; the preferring fome forty F~erjions before

the Originals, and confequently correcting and al-

tering the Originals by thefe Veriioris ;
the great

freedoms that have keen taken with the facred fext,

by a groundlefs fuppofition of corruptions and

contradicrions therein, have been the unhappy
means of making many reject the Revelation it-

felf. The unguarded difcourfes of divers learned

and ingenious men on thofe heads, have fupplied
the enemies of Chriftianity with arguments againft

it, and been many ways improved by evil minds to

its dishonour. Thefe are the weapons, with which

Hobbes, Spinoza
3

, Toland*, and the club of De-

* Traaat. Theolog. Politic, c. 8,9.
b In his Amyntor.
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ifts, or free-thinkers* (as they love to be called),

have fought againft all Revealed Religion ; and it

is but too well known, how eafily weak and dege-
nerate minds have been influenced, and impofed

upon, by their fophiftry.

Among the various methods that have been taken

to weaken the credit of the holy Scriptures, I can-

not but reckon that which Mr. Whifton has taken,

to reconcile the difference which there is betweea

St. Matthew and the other Evangelifts, in point of

time, to be one. The third proportion of his Har-

mony is, that the former fart of St. Matthew's Gof-

pel, in our prefent copies.,
is very much mlfplaced, con-

trary to the method and order, originally intended by

the Evangel'ift. He accounts for this by fuppoling,

that thefederal parts or periods of this former part of

St. Matthew's Go/pel, were written at firftfeparately,

and upon federal diftmffi papers ; which papers, or

whatever they were written upon, were put together

mto their prefent order, l>y thoje who did not perfectly

know the true feries of the hijlory. Thefe diftinct

pieces of paper muft have been (according to this

fuppoiition) about twenty in number, of very

unequal lizes, fome containing feveral chapters,

others but a few verfes, and others not above one

or two lines. Such a proportion, and fuch confe-

quences, muft needs tend to leffen the value and

authority of this Gofpel, and make it lefs to be de-

pended upon than any common profane hiftory.

* Difcourfe of Free-Thinking, p. 85, 86, &c.

VOL. III. L Hence
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Hence Spinoza and Father Simon (who have la-

boured above all men, to prove the uncertainty of

the facred text) fuppofe feveral parts of the writ-

ings of the Old Teftament tranfpofed and dif-

ordered. The former tells us,
" that if we will ob-

" ferve how little regard is had to the order of

"
time, in the five books of Mofes, we fliall eaiily

"
perceive, that the feveral parts of it were con-

"
fufedly fet together

3
." The latter tells us,

" that

" we are not to attribute to Mofes, the little order

" which is to be found in fome places of the Pen-

" tateuch : it is (fays he) more probable, that, as

" in thofe times the books were written on little

" fcrolls or feparate fheets, that were fewed to-

"
gether, the order of thefe fheets might be

"
changed

6
." Mr. Whifton in another book, (viz.

His Accomplifliment of Scripture Prophecies') is of the

fame opinion concerning the books of the Old Tef-

tament. " I muft (fays he) be fo free and fair to

"
confefs, I cannot every where look upon the pre-

" fent order, either of the hiftories or prophecies
" of the Old Teftament, to have been the original
"

one, or that which was intended by the penmen
" of them c

." How direct a tendency fuch an opi-
nion as this has, to weaken the authority, and lef-

fen the value, of thefe facred books, is but too evi-

dent. Mr. Whifton does himfelf call his propo-

fition, a new andftrange one, and is very careful to

guard himfelf againft thofe cenfures and imputa-

r Tra&at. Theolog. Polit. c. 9.
b

Critic. Hiftor. of the Old. Teft. B. i. c. <. p 40.

'Pag. 67.

tions,
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tions, to which fo bold an^affertion did expofe him.

He eafily forefaw, that fo fevere an attack made

upon one, and by confequence upon all the facred

writers, muft needs meet with the warmeft refent-

ment from every mind,, that had juft value for the

infpired volume. After a clofe and impartial con-

lideration of Mr. Whifton's proportion, I not only
concluded it falfe, but very injurious to the honour

of jhis Gofpel, and therefore refolved (according to

my ability) to vindicate this part of the Gofpel

hiftory from fo great an injury. This is the delign

of the following difcourfe. It were to be wifhed

fome more able perfon had undertaken this work

fooner, when Mr. Whifton's book firft came out.

But if his affertion be proved falfe, it is better now

than not at all ; Sat cito^fifat bene.

I fhould do Mr. Whifton injuftice, if I did not

here mention, that he has changed his opinion in

refpecl: of St. Matthew's Gofpel being originally

written in Hebrew ; but I muft delire the reader

alfo to obferve, that the information Mr. Whifton

was pleafed to give me of this, was after I had wrote

all I deligned on that head.

The reader will obferve that the Greek words

in the following difcourfe are all printed without

their ufual accents 3
. I do not think it needful to

make any long apology for this ; only would ob-

ferve, that they are but a late appendage to the

language, and not found in any manufcripts, which

[
a In this Edition the accents are preferved.]

L 2 are
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are a thoufand years old. The original delign of

tliem was, to aflift and direct in the pronunciation

of the language ; but it not being at all needful for

us to pronounce it as the Grecians did, the accents

are to us ufelefs, and no more neceflary in Greek

than Latin.

THE
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CHAP. V.

Mr. Whiftons fecond argument confidered. It does

not follow, that becaiife St. Matthew, for the mojl

part, olferved the order of time, therefore he did in

every particular. The third argument difcujfed ;

the notes of time Mr. Whifton mentions, do not

prove the order of time.

CHAP. VI.

Mr. Whiftons proof of the main proportion conjidered.

Itfuppofes St. Mark's Gofpel an epitome of St.

Matthew's. This the opinion of moft learned men,

but certainly falfe. That St. Mark is not an epi-

tome of St. Matthew, proved ; firft, from the ac-

count given in antiquity of the manner and occafion

of his writing, viz. that he wrote *at Rome, from St.

Peter s mouth. The teftimonies out of antiquity

produced. Two obfervationsfrom Scripture tofup-

port thefe tejlimonies.

CHAP. VII.

Thefecond argument, to prove St. Marks Gofpel not

to le an epitome of St. Matthew's ; becaufe his ac-

counts
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counts are generally larger, and contain many
more particular circumftances, than St. Mat-

thew's do. This evidenced byfeveral inftances.

CHAP. VIII.

The third argument, by which it appears, that St.

Mark's Gofpel is not an epitome of St. Matthew's,

viz. the remarkable difagreement therefeems to be,

between thefe two Evangelijls, in feveral parts of

their Go/pels. It is firjl premifed, that all thefe are

reconcileable. Then the particular inftances of their

difagreement produced.

CHAP. IX.

The fourth argument, to prove St. Mark's Go/pel is

not an epitome of St. Matthew's, viz. becaufe it has

a great many hi/lories, which are not in St. Mat-

thew. A catalogue of them. The fifth argument,

viz. that it wantsfeveral remarkable hi/lories.

CHAP. X.

The JixtTi argument, to prove St. Mark's Gofpel is not

an epitome of St. Matthew's, viz. becaufe that fup-

pofition makes its infpiration more dubious and

uncertain ; it makes the author look like a pla-

giary. Two objections again/I this argument an-

fwered. The feventh argument, the fuppofing this

Gofpel an epitome, detracts from its honour and

ufefulnefs. Spinoza and Father Simon for this

reafon ajjert moft of the books of the Old Teftament,

to be only epitomes, made out of records that are
lojl.

LaJHy,fuppoJing this Gofpel an epitome, irivalidates

L 4 in
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in a great meafure its tejtimony to the truth ofChrift-

ianity. The Evangelifts did riot fee one another s

Gofpels. CHAP. XI.

If it he allowed, that St. Mark did epitomize St. Mat-

thew, it will not follow that our prefent copies of

St. Matthew are mi/placed, and contrary to the or-

der originally intended by the Evangelift.

CHAP. XII.

The particular branches of St. Matthew s Gofpel,

which Mr. JVhiftonfuppofes mi/placed. Four pro-

pofitions for the difcovering the true order of time

in the Gofpel-hiftory. Several of thofe branches,

which Mr. IVhiJlon fuppofes mifplaced, are fo far

from that, that they are in the exacJ order of time,

in which they came to pafs. Inftances of this pro-

duced.

CHAP. XIII.

None of thofe branches, which are not according to

the order of time, in this part of St. Matthew's

Gofpel, are mifplaced. This evidenced by conjider-

ingfeveral of them.

CHAP. XIV.

Mr. Wliiftoris method of accounting for the diforder he

in this part of St. Matthew s Gofpel, viz.

that St. Matthew wrote it on fmall pieces of pa-

per ; that thefe were confufedly put together by
thofe, who did not perfectly understand the true

feries of the hiftory. Air, Toinard of the fame

opinion. The improbability of it, propofcd to be

Jheivn
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Jhewn from the antient way of 'writing. The moft

antient methods confulered.

CHAP. XV.

That St. Matthew did not write his Go/pel orffmall

pieces ofpaper', proved by a large dijjertation on the

manner, in which the antients wrote their looks.

The ordinary method was to write upon large Jkins,

which were fajiened together, and rolled up. This

the practice of the Jews long before, and in our Sa-

viour's time. The words opened and' clofed the

book, Luke iv. 17, 20, difcujfed. The words,

bring the parchments, 2, Tim. iv. 13. conjidered.

It does not appear that the Jews made ufe ofpaper,
or any other material befides that mentioned, to write

their booh upon.

C II A P. XVI.

Mr. Whiftoris /range fuppofition, of St. Matthew's

writing this part of his Gofpel onfmallpieces ofpa-

per, confutedfrom the confederation of their number

and unequalJize. A table of them, by which it ap-

pears, that they were at leaft twenty in number, of

very different fizes. Some contained federal chap-

ters, others but a few verfes, others but one verfe.

The improbability of St. Matthew's writing thus.

TheJize of the parchment rolls, on which the Jews

wrote.

CHAP. XVII.

Mr. Whijloris objervation, that our prefent Greek

copies of this Gofpel, are a tranflation out of He-

brew, and for that reafon more liable to the dif-

order
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order which he fuppofes, confidered. St. Mat-

thew did not write his Gofpel in Hebrew, though it

is ajferted by all the Fathers. The Fathers have

frequently (one after another) fallen into thefame

miftake in matters of

'

fatt. How they came to fall

into this miftake, viz. by taking the Gofpel of the

Nazarenes and Ebionites for the true authentick

Gofpel of St. Matthew. The Fathers were under

afort of necejjity of believing this mijlake.

CHAP. XVIII.

The Fathers fell into the miftake, that St. Matthew

wrote in Hebrew, becaufe none of them, except Ori-

gen, Jerome, and Epiphanius, underjlood that lan-

guage. They were upon that account unable to

compare the Gofpel of the Nazarenes with their own

Greek copies,
and difcover its fpurioujhefs . This

confirmed by a remark, that none of the Fathers,

who affert St. Matthew wrote in Hebrew, have

cited the Gofpel of the Nazarenes, except the

three mentioned, who underftood that language.

The reafons ajjigned, why they (Epiphanius, Jerome^

and Origen) fell into the fame miftake. Papias,

the frft Chriftian writer who ajferts this, was a

very fabulous and credulous perfon ; yet was fol-

lowed by many of the Fathers in his miftakes (as

Eufebius obferves) by reafon of his antiquity. His

tejtimony in this matter, proved by one part of it to

befalfe.

CHAP. XIX.

Several arguments by which it appears probable, that

St. Matthew did not write his Gofpel in Hebrew.

The
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The Greek was the moft common language, and., for

that reafon, that Gofpel was moft likely to he ufeful

therein. Suppojing it a tranjlation, makes its
infpi-

ration dubious. It is not probable, that the original

Hebrew would ever have been loft. The Hebrew

. one we have now3 is certainly a tranjlation out of

Greek.

CHAP. XX.

Though St. Matthew'''s Gofpel befuppofed a tranjla-

tion out of Hebrew, yet it was not, for that reafon,

more liable to diftocation or diforder.

CHAP. XXI.

Several arguments to prove, that our prefent Greek co-

pies of St. Matthew are not at all tranfpofed or dif-

ordered, Jince that Evangelijfs firft writing. No
book ever was thus difordered. It does notfeem

agreeable to the care, which Divine Providence al-

ways exercifed towards thefacred books, to permit

this to have happened to St. Matthew''s Gofpel. No
other part of St. Matthew's Gojpel difordered, and

therefore not this. The diflocations, which Mr.

Whijlonfuppofes, could not happen to this Gofpel in

the Apoftles' time.

CHAP. XXII.

The diforder Mr. Whiftonfuppofes in theformer part

of St. Matthew's Gofpel, could not pojjibly happen

after the Apoftles' *time, becaufe of the great number

of copies, that werefpread abroad in the world in

their time. The time when St. Matthew wrote,

and the diftance between that time and St. Johns

death,
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death, conjidered. That the Gofpels were very

much difperfed in the Apoftles
1

time, largely proved.

Mr. Hobbes, Mr. Toland, and Mr. DodwelFs no-

tion of the Gofpels being a long while unknown

and concealed, confuted byfederal arguments.

CHAP. XXIII.

St. Matthew's Go/pel, in our prefent copies, was not

difordered and mifplacedJince the Apoftles' time, be-

caitfe the Syriack Verfion, which was made in the

Apojlles time, is in thefame order with our prefent

copies. An attempt to prove, that the Syriack Ver-

fion was made in that time. Syriack was the lan-

guage of the Jews, in the Apojlles time. Great

numbers of Jews were converted to Chriftianity, and

therefore needed a Verfion in that language.

CHAP. XXIV.

The Syriack Verfion, which we now have, is thefame
which was made in the Apoftles* time. Thisproved

by three arguments. The Syrians, from whom we
had it, believed it to be thefame. It is improbable

the antient VerfionJhould be lojl : it wants the parts

of the New Tejlament, which were laji written.

A VIN-



VINDICATION
OF

THE FORMER PART

OF

St. M AT T H E W's G O S P E L, &c.

CHAP. I.

The Defign and principal Authors of Gofpel Harmonies. The

Defign of thefollowing Difcourfe.

THE
difference which there is between the Evangelifts,

in relating feveral circumftances of the Gofpel-hiftory,

and particularly their difagreement as to the order of time, in

which the things they relate were done, has in all ages of

Chriftianity been objected as an argument againft the truth of

the hiftory itfelf. Porphyry, Celfus, and many others, have

for this reafon reviled both the Gofpels, and the religion which

they contain. Hence it has been judged neceflary by many

pious and learned men, to employ themfelves in endeavours to

reconcile the feeming contradictions of thefe facred writers,

and to reduce the Gofpels to a perfect Harmony. Among
the antients, Tatian, the fcholar of Juftin Martyr, compofed a

Harmony in fome part of the fecond century % and after him

Ammonius, of Alexandria, in the beginning of the third com-

Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. 1. 4. c. 29.

pofed
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pofed another, and after him Eufebius, in the beginning of the

fourth a
. In the laft age great pains was taken in this work,

by Chemnitius, Gerhard, Calvin, Dr. Lightfoot, and many

others. Mr. Le Clerc, Mr. Whifton, and Mr. Toinard, are

(I think) the only perfons, who have done any thing confider-

able in this matter of late years. To fay nothing of the

others, the world is exceedingly obliged to Mr. Whifton, for

the many curious and ufeful uifcoveries he has made in his

performance on this fubjedt ; the proportions he has advanced,

are certainly, for the moft part, very ingenious and happy expe-

dients, to folve the difficulties they are defigned for. There

are however fome of them, that do not feem to'be fo very evi-

dent and fo fully proved, as others ; and in this number is that

which I have now undertaken to difcufs, viz. a That thefor-

mer part of St. Mattheiu's Gofpel^ in our prefent copies, is

very much mifplaced^ contrary to the method and order originally

intended by the EvangelijJ.

That part of this Gofpel, which Mr.Whifton fuppofes dif-

ordered and mifplaced, is from the middle of the fourth, to the

end of the thirteenth chapter ; in which fmall portion of the

hiftory there muft have been, according to his fuppofition, at

leaft twenty feveral diforders and mifplacings.

However good Mr. Whifton's defign might be in advanc-

ing fo ftrange a propofition, I cannot but think he has failed

in his proofof it. My bufinefs therefore in the following dif-

courfe v/ill be, firft, To (hew the invalidity of Mr- Whifton's

arguments, and then offer fome reafons, by which it will ap-

pear, that no fuch diforder can, without the greateft abfurdtty,
be fuppofed to have happened to this, or any other part of this

Gofpel.

* A fpecimen of which is to be b P. joo.
fecn in Sixt. Seneni'. Bib. Sanft. 1.3.

CHAP.



CHAP. II. of St. Matthew's Go/pel.

CHAP. II.

Mr. Whiftorfs Proof confidered. The )uejlion thereuponfated.
Mr. IVhiJlorfs firjl Argument, viz. That St. Matthew de-

figned to obft,rve
the Order of Time, anfwered. St. Luke's

Words, Chap. i. I. do not prove, that either of the Gofpelswe
now receive, were intended according to the Order of Time.

IN
order to eftablifh this new and Jlrange proposition (as

Mr. Whifton hi mfelf calls it) he undertakes to prove,

I . TJjat St. Matthew appears originally to have obferved the

order of the time, through his whole Gofpel, as well as the
rejl of

the Evangelifts. 2. That from the fourth to the fourteenth

chapter, the feveral branches of St. Matthew's hijiory are not

according to the order of time.

Thefe two things, could they be
fuificiently proved, do evi-

dently demonftrate the truth of the propofition ; for if St.

Matthew wrote his Gofpel according to the order of time,

and it is not now according to that order, it is plain it is mif-

placed fince it was firft wrote. The latter of thefe two, viz.

whetner thefe branches of St. Matthew's Gofpel are accord-

ing to the order of time in our prefent copies, or not, I will

not now difpute. It feems it was believed in the firft ages,

that St. Mark, and confequently St. Luke (for it is certain

that, for the moft part, they obferved the fame order, and Mr.

Whifton's Harmony evidently (hews it), did not follow that

order. So we are informed by that very antient account of

Papias
a
, viz. u That St. Mark, being the interpreter of St.

14
Peter, very carefully wrote down all the things he could re-

"
member, but not in that order, in which the feveral things

" were faid or done by Chrift." To the famepurpofe St. Je-
rome b

. That St. Mark, the interpreter of St. Peter, who
<c himfelf did not fee our Lord, but wrote the things which he

had

a

Mapno? fAEf Ip/xjjt;T)5 Hif^ov
&c. Apud Eufeb. Hift. Eccl. 1. 3.

,-

c- 39.
~ b Marcus interpret Apoftoli Pe-

tri qui Dominum quidem falvato-
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" had heard St. Peter preach, was more concerned to be true

** in his account of things, than to obferve the order, in which
" the things were done." I might add here, that feveral more

modern writers have been of the fame opinion ; and that St.

Matthew's Gofpel is more according to the order of time, than

either St. Mark's or St. Luke's. But (as I faid before) I will

not difpute this head ; and then the queflion between us will

be only this, Whether St. Matthew appears originally to have

obferved the order of time through his whole Gofpel.

Mr. Whifton, for the following reafons, aflerts it, viz.

1. Becaufe all the other writers of the Gofpel-hiftory in-

tended to obferve this order.

2. St. Matthew, in the greats/I part of his Gofpel, does ob-

ferve the order of time in his narrations.

3. The notes of the order of time are as many, and the

fame in that part which is now
disordered,

as in that which is

regular^ and in it! proper order.

I. Mr. Whijlonfuppofes, that all the other accounts of our

Saviour's Atts were intended according to this order. For the

proof of this he refers us to the firft and third proportions

(which, by the way, feem to be very near the fame, only dif-

ferently exprefTed). The principal proof in both places is

taken from thofe words of St. Luke, chap. i. i, 2, 3, viz.

Forafmuch as many have taken in hand^ to
Jetforth in order a

declaration of thcfe things, which are moji purely believed among
us ; itfeemedgood to me

alfo^ having bad perfect underftanding

of all things^ to write unto thee in order, mojl excellent Theophi-

lus. "
St. Luke (fays Mr. Whifton)

b allures us, not only
" that himfelf had obferved the order oftime,but that the fame
" was intended by thofe many others, who had written the

u
Evangelical Hiftory before him." This indeed feems plau-

fible, but will by no means prove that for which Mr.Whifton

contends. For

I. It is very probable, that St. Luke in thefe words had no

reference to either of thofe Gofpels, which we now receive ;

rem ipfenon vidit, fedea, quaeaudi- quam ordinem. Hieron. Prasfat .in

erat magiftrum praedicantcm, jux- Comment, in Mauh.
*s J-ii.-u) magis geilorum narravit,

* P. ';-.

but
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but to fome other accounts of our Saviour's life and a<ts,

which were at that time wrote. As to St. John's Gofpel, it

is very certain he could not refer to that, becaufe it was un-

doubtedly wrote a long time afterwards. Nor is it at all likely,

he had any refpecl: to either of the other two Gofpels which

we now have, as will be apparent from a fhort confideration

of St. Luke's word. The defign of them evidently, is to give

us an account of the reajons or motives^ which induced him to

write his Gofpel, viz. as he fays, becaufe many others had un-

dertaken the like work before him. NOW how the writing of

others fhould be the reafon or occafeon of his writing, is very

hard to conceive, unlefs we fuppofe fome inaccuracies and de-

fects in their writing. If the other accounts or hiftories he

is fuppofed to refer to, were wrote as they ought to have been,

this (hould have been fo far from inclining him to write, that

it fhould rather have prevented him, if he had had any fuch de-

fign. And therefore the hiftories or accounts, which St. Luke
here refers to, were inaccurate and falfe. This is fo very evi-

dent, that Mr. Whifton himfelf, in another place
a
, has af-

ferted the very fame thing, where he thus paraphrafes thefe

words of St. Luke, viz. That feveral of the hi/lories of our

Saviour, which he (St. Luke) had perufed, though they at-

tempted tY, ivere not able to arrive at a
fufficient Accuracy in

the order of time. St. Luke therefore, in thefe words (even

according to Mr. Whifton), cannot refpecT: either St. Mat-
thew or St. Mark, becaufe they both wrote very accurately,

and, according to him, obferved the order of time. I conclude,

therefore, that not the Gofpels we now receive, but the other

falfe Gofpels, which were then wrote, were intended by St.

Luke in thefe words: this opinion will appear yet much more

probable, if we confider that there were, even at this time, a

great number oifalfe zndfpurious Gofpels fpread abroad in

the world. Irenaeus b
tells us,-that, before his time, the he-

reticks had an infinite
number of fpurious and Apocryphal

Scriptures^ which contained (as is plain from what he fays

P- "4- ^ wSftwypfw. Adv. Haeref. lib.

*A/xz;S?5To <srX)v0$ otirGXPi/ty&i'j i. c. 17.

VOL. III. M afterwards)
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afterwards) an account of our Saviour's life and ah. Men

immediately upon the publishing of Chriftianity, formed them-

felves into various parties of different denominations ; and

many or moft of thefe had their own Gofpel, which was diffe-

rent from that of others. It would be endlefs, as well as need-

lefs, for me to mention the feveral Gofpels of the Ebionites,

Marcionite?, Nazarenes, the Golpel of St. Peter, Andrew,

James, Bartholomew, &c. Every one, who has in the leaft

made Chriftian antiquity his ftudy, is acquainted with thefe

things ; thofe that are not, may be fully fatisfied in the matter,

by a bare cafting their eyes upon the authors cited at the bot-

tom of the page
a
, who have, efpecially feme of them, made a

very full collection of the falfe Gofpels, which were fpread

abroad in the world, in the very infancy of Chriftianity. Thefe

were the o* coMoi, the many, whom St. Luke referred to. I

would only add here, that this hath been the opinion of many,
if not moft, antient and modern writers. "

St. Luke (fays
ct Auftin b

) gives us this reafon for his writing in order, be-

<{ caufe many others had attempted it ; but we are to under-

" ftand him of fuch, who had no authority nor efteern in the

"
Church, having undertaken what they were by no means

" able to perform." To the fame purpofe fays Eufebius.
" c St. Luke, in the beginning of his Gofpel, tells us what
" was the occafion of his writing; intimating, that becaufe

tc
many others had raflily and inconfiderately undertaken to

" write of thofe things, of which he had a full and certain

"
knowledge, he alfo would write to prevent the mifchief of

<; thofe uncertain accounts." So Theophylacl, in explain-

* Dr. Grabe's Spicileg. Patr. bemus accipere, quorum in Eccle-

Fabric. Codex Apocryph. N. T. fia imlla extat auftoritas, quia idj

bixt. Senenf. Biblioth. Sanit. 1. 2. quod conati funt, minime potueioint
.Father Simon's Critic. Hilt, of iinplere. Auguft. de conienf. E-
fhe New Teft. Part i. c. 3. Du vangel. 1. 4. c. 8.

Pin's Kift. cf the Canon, Vol. II.
'

c 'Q & At>ts 'p>/;o^fo{ xa) ctv-roy

_, r,
clel. advoc. EtyJt>.o. bpanheim>
Hilbr. Ecclef. Chrilt. p. 582, &c.

> Idco autem dicit fibi vifum cfle

ex online diligenter icribtre, quo.
piurn uvujti conati ilmt \

i'ctl cos de- Euib. Hill. Eccl. 1. 3. c. 24-.

ing
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ing thefe words % puts the queftion, Who were thtfe men,

intended by St. Luke, that took in hand to write, &c. and

anfwers, They were falfe Apoftles ; for many fuch had wrote

Gofpels. In the fame opinion are the learned Erafmus b
,

Grotius , Father Simon d
, 3ellarmin e

, Calvin f
, all afiert-

ing St. Luke here had no regard to St. Matthew or St.

Mark, but to fome other writers, who had not wrote as they

ought to do. The learned Mr. Dodwell carries the matter

further, and (if I miftake not) does by a good argument con-

clude from thefe words of St. Luke, not only that he had no

reference to either of thefe two Gofpels, but that he never

faw them. What he faith is to this purpofe, viz. f
u St.

"
Luke, in the Preface to his hiftory, giving this reafon for

" his writing, that he had received his accounts from thofe

" who were cye-witncfles, plainly intimates, that the writers of
" thofe other Gofpels, which he had feen, were not furnifhed

" with that help ; fo that neither being eye-witnefles them-
"

felves, nor duly confulting fuch as were, their credit muft
*4 be doubtful : and thence it muft neceilarily follow, that the

u
Gofpels, which St. Luke had feen, were not any of thofe we

44 now receive." Upon the whole, therefore, I hope I may
juftly fay, that Mr. Whifton has here failed in his proof; be-

caufe thefe words of St. Luke, having no reference to either of

the Gofpels we now receive, cannot prove what Mr. Whifton

brings them for : that St. Matthew, or any of the Gofpel-writ-

ersjdefigned to obferve the order of time in their hiftories. But,
II. If it fhould be allowed and taken for granted, that St.

Luke in thefe words had refpect to the Gofpels we now re-

ceive, yet there is nothing in his words, which will prove,

Vid. cum ad L'JC. i. i . ttitoa hoc fubfidio fuiHTc viforum a f^

Annot. inN. T. ad Luc. i. i. F.vangtliorum auctores, ita nimi-
Annot. aci inmd. !oc. n ,m non fniffc t/roVra<, ut ne qui-
CrLiic. Hilt, of the New Teft. jcm ^r^rx? cum cura aiiqua et

ledulitate confuluevint, vacillare
DC Mttrimm. oacram. 1. i. Foinde meritoque dubiam fuiffc eo-

'* ruin fidem. Ut plane alios fuiffe
Harmon. Evangel, in nut.

necefll, dt Evangelic* Hiftoriw
Et cum novas icnptioms edit fcriptores a Luca vifos, a noftris,

in Praefatione caufam, quod iple quos habemus, Evan'geliftis. Dil-
avTowrwt nanationibus adjutus fu- fu t. i, in Iren. p. 68, 69^
eht ag*reffus, id plane innuit defti-

M 2 they
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they were intended and wrote according to the order of

time. Indeed, according to our Englifti Tranflation, one

would be apt to think fo; Forasmuch as many have taken in

hand, tofet forth in order a declaration, &c. From the words

toJetforth in order, Mr.Whifton concludes, thatthefe Gofpels,

and particularly St. Matthew's, were wrote according to the or-

der of time; but the original word t.vrd^ct<r^ai implies no fuch

thing, but only in general to compile, or
compafe, orfet together,

without any particular regard to th~ order of time, or any other

order whatfoever. This is the fenfe Suidas and Hefychius

give of the word avTa'aSai *
; and fo it is taken by the old

Syriack interpreter, and the beft modern tranflators. So

Beza b
, componere narrationem, and Caftalio, contexere narratio-

tiem ; De Dieu, apparare feu concinnare ; fo that the whole

meaning is, Forafmucb as many have undertaken to write the

hi/lory, &c. and confequently nothing can hence be concluded,

concerning the Evangelifts defigning to obferve the order of
time in their hiftories.

The three other arguments which Mr. Whifton offers, to

prove the Gofpels were wrote according to the order of time,

p. 97, 98, 99. are fo much the fame, with thofe which are

brought to prove this concerning St. Matthew in particular,

that they need not be diftinftly conftdered.

*
'Ava]aa<7Sai, EiT^t7ria-a.a-^eti,

idem videtur generaliter declarare,

. t. apparare, inftruere, componere, atque conlcribere, et conficere. Btz.

'Erot/Aao-ia, Suid. a(J ^C.

Mihi vero TO avnwfitff^au

CHAP.
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CHAP. III.

The Writers ofthe Gofpel- Hi/lory did not intend or cbferve the

Order of Time in their Writings. This proved particu-

larly of St, Luke ly feveral Injrances. The Phrafe^ write

in order, Luc. i.
3. difcuffid.

WHETHER
the writers of the Gofpel-hiftory did de-

fign to relate the feveral ac~ts and circumftances of our

Saviour's life, according to that order of time, in which each

of them came to pafs, is a queftion of very confiderable im-

portance. Mr. Whifton very earneftly contends for the affir-

mative a
; which indeed if it be true, it is very certain, that not

only that part of St. Matthew's Gofpel, which he fuppofes, but

alfo feveral parts of the other Gofpels, are in our prefent co-

pies very much mifplaced, confufed, and difordered. I rather

think, the Evangelifts had not any fuch regard to that order,

but were principally concerned in relating the feveral matters

of fact truly and
faithfully. This has been the opinion of, \

think, almoft all thofe who have confidered this matter, both

antient and later writers. The truth
is., (lays a learned writ-

er b
)
that the Apojllcs (he means all the Evangelifts) had not

properly any defign in writing^ but to inform us, of the doc-

trine and miracles of our Lord ; not much regarding thofe

things , which may be thought requijite to an exatt and metho-

dical
h^flc-ry. I do not fuppofe, that the Evangelifts had no

regard at all to the order of time, in compofmg their Gofpels.
The contrary is very certain ; and a bare view of Mr. Whif-
ton's Harmony, will fufficiendy convince any one, that, for

the mqft part, each of thefe facred writers, not only intended

to oblervc, but do exactly agree in obfcrving, this order. All

''

Prop. 1. mcltre en peine de ce quc Ton dr-
1 Lu veria- .-ft, qne Its Apotres n.ande dans une hiftoire ir.etho-

n'ont eu piopiemem <.!, iTein, nue de dique. Lc Clerc KLhlioth. choiiie,
nous

."p^i'triidre lu (ii).:trine et les toin. 15. ire. 5. p. 251.
Jinr:;cles cie pwti'e Seigneur, i'l.ii* ie

M 3 that
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that I contend for, is, that they do not always confine them-

felves to this method, but very often for juft and good reafons

infert feveral particular tranfactions, not in that order in which

they were done. This might be proved, beyond doubt, of

every one of the Evangelifts. But it will be fufficient to prove

it, only concerning St. Luke ; becaufe his Gofpel is by Mr.

Whifton fuppofed to be perfectly in this order of time, and

therefore he corrects St. Matthew's by it. The following in-

ftances will abundantly evidence the truth of what I fay.

St. Luke, ch. iii. ver. 19,20. relates the hiftory of John's

imprisonment by Hcrod^ before the account of our Saviour's

baptifm, ver. 2 1 , &c. which certainly is contrary to the order

of time ; Chrift being no doubt baptized long before John's

imprifonment ; fee Matt. iii. 13, &c. and iv. 12. Hence Mr.

Whifton himfelf has taken the liberty here to tranfpofe thefe

verfes in his Harmony, although he tells us, (pag. 100.) that

he had ventured but in one inftance (viz. that of our Lord's

mother and brethren coming to him), to change the order of

St. Luke.

Ch. iv. 33, &c. St. Luke relates the hi/lory of the unclean

fpirit being cajl out of the man, in thefynagogue at Capernaum,

and v. 38, &c. the account of Peter's mother in law being cured

of afever, and after thefe, ch. v. 1 . The calling of Peter and the

ether Apoflhs by the jeafide \ whereas it is very certain, that thefe

Apoftles were called before thefe miracles. And fo this hif-

tory ought, if the order of time had been obferved, to have been

placed fooner, as both the other Evangelifts have placed it,

Matt. iv. 18, &c. compared withch. viii. 2, &c. and 14, &c.

and Mark i. 16, 30. This is fo undeniable a proof of St.

Luke's fometimes leaving the order of time, that nothing can

reafonably be urged or objected againft it. Indeed Mr. Whif-

ton, finding this fo directly overthrowing his fcheme, which
he had before formed, was refolved to fay fomething againft it,

and therefore he fuppofes % that the hijlory here recorded by St.

is quitt different from that recorded by St. Matthew*

P,
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and St. Mark. But I cannot think any one, who confiders

the matter without prejudice, can be of that opinion. The
circumftances are fo very like, that I believe every one that

reads thofe two hiftories, concludes them to be the fame. I

o\vn indeed, there are fome different circumftances in the

hiftories, and fo there are in almoft every one of the ftories,

which are related by two Evangelifts. But thofe here are

very inconfiderable, and very eafily
to be reconciled. Mr.

Whiftcn however has made them fo many arguments to prove
the ftory in St. Matthew and St. Mark, and that in St. Luke
to be different. I need not be at the pains diftinftly to con-

fider them; Dr. Whitby
3 has in a few words fufficiently

fhewed, that they do not prove the two different callings of

thefe Apoftles, which Mr. Whifton contends for. The four

firft reafons, by which Mr.Whifton endeavours to prove thefe

two ftories different, are only additional circuinftances, men-

tioned by St. Luke, and not by St. Matthew nor St. Mark.

The other two are really not different at all. A bare calling

the eye upon them will evidently fhew it :

St. MATTHEW and St. St. LUKE.
MARK.

Follow me, and I will make From henceforth thou Jhalt

you fiflxrs of men. catch men.

They left
their nets, andfol- They left all, and followed

lowed him. him.

Are thefe fuch differences, as to prove the hiftories to be dif-

ferent ? One would rather think thefe very circumftances to

be the fame ; and if fo, it is plain, that St. Luke did not always

defign to obferve the order of time in his hiftory.

Another inftance to the fame purpofe, (viz. of St. Luke's

not obierving the order of time in the ftories which he relates)

we have, ch. viii. 19, 20, 21. where he places the hiftory of
our Lord's mother and brethren, after the parable of thefewer,

which begins at ver. 4. of that chapter, but according to the

* Annot. on Matt. iv. 18. vid. & Spanheim. Dub. Evang. torn. 3.

Bub. jz.

M 4 ther
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other Evangelifts, viz. St. Matthew and St. Mark, it is evi-

dent this account fhould have been before this parable, if the

order of time had been obferved; fee Matt. xii. 46, &c. and

xiii. i, &c. and Mark iii. 31, &c. and iv. I, &c. Hence Mr.

Whifton has in this inftance alfo, receded from St. Luke's or-

der in his Harmony u
.

Thefe, were there no other, feem to be fufficient argu-

ments to prove, that St. Luke did not confine himfelf always

frridly, to relate the acts and circumftances of our Saviour's

life, in the fame order, in which they came to pafs. That

which induced Mr. Whifton % as well as many others, to the

contrary opinion, are thofe words in St. Luke's preface, c. i.

ver. 3. where he fays, he defigned, xaSs>j y?-4'> to write hi

order. But to this it may be anfwered, that it is not at all

neceflary this word fhould bq thus tranflated ; it may be as

well rendered particularly, ferie perpetua; fo it is certain the

word commonly fignifies, and the beft criticks have taken it

in this fenfe. u
They are miftaken (fays Grotius c

), who con-

" elude from this word, that St. Luke defigned more clofely
" to obferve the order of time, than the others had done be-

" fore him ; for on the contrary it is evident, that he more
" than once relates things of the fame nature together, though
"

they were done at different times. Ka&f?s means nothing
" more tiaan particularly, as is plain from the ufe of the word
" Ab xi. 4. and xviii. 23. So that St. Luke's meaning
here is no more than this, My defign is to write to the? a

particular account of the things done by Chr'ijl.
But if after

all xaSifa '/fci^ fhould be tranflated to write in order, why
muft it needs regard the order of time more than any other

order ? Are there not feveral other orders and methods of

writing made ufe of by hiftorians, befides this ? viz. fuch as

placing actions and difcourfcs of a like nature together, or

things which were done at the fame place, though not at the

' P. 287, & 289. ilium non femcl ob renun cohaeren-
P. 97- & 114- tiam connexuiiTe, quae temporibus

:

Falluntur, qui hinc colligunt erant difcreta. Sed xo&lfc nil a-

propolitum Lucae temforum ordi- iiud eft quam frlUatim, ut videi*
turn preffius lequi, quam alii ante eft Aft. xi. 4.. sTxviii. 23. Grot,
iplun? teciffcnt

j
nam tonu-a appai'et, a^ LUC> j. 3 ,

(any
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fame time. An hiftorian may be very properly faid to Write in

order, who does not exactly obferve the order of time.

But ifwe fuppofe further, that St. Luke by the word xS |^
did intend the order of time; why mull he be fuppofed to limit

and confine himfelf to it in every particular branch of his

hiftory, fo that he could not, when he faw a juft occafion, re-

cede from it ? He may be well faid to write in the order of

time, who doth fo for the moft part. And hence it is excel-

lently obferved by our late Englifh critick a
; that,

" It being
"

certain, that St. Luke in his Gofpel doth not give us
" Chrift's miracles, fermons, and journeys, in that order of
"

time, in which they were done and fpoken : it remains,
"

that, when he promifed to write xaSifSe in order, we under-
" ftand this of Chrift's conception, birth, circumcifion, bap-
"

tifm, preaching, death, refurre&ion, and afcenfion, of which
" he truly writes in order." Upon the whole, then, I con-

clude, that St. Luke in writing his Gofpel did not defign ex-

actly to obferve the order of time, and confequently alfo, that

St. Mark did not ; becaufe, according to Mr. Whifton b
, he

every where agrees with St. Luke : and fo Mr. Whifton's.

argument, to prove St. Matthew originally obferved the or-

der of time, viz. becaufe other Gofpel writers c!idfo> is plainly

inefficient.

* Dr. Whitby, Annor. on Luc. i. :.
k P. 114.

CHAP.
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CHAP. IV.

The Practice of other Hi/lorians^ as well as the EvangelijJs^ to

negleft the Order of lime. Several Injiances out of the

Old Teftament Hi/lory. In/lances tut of Profane Authors.

Several Reafons^ why the Evangelijh neglecJ the Order of

Time.

HOWEVER ftrange it may feem to fome, that thefe fa-

cred w:iters fhould thus disregard the order of time, and

confequently differ fo much from each other; yet this will not

at all derogate from their honour and authority, if the matter

be duly and impartially confidered. For as this is very often,

upon many accounts, undoubtedly the beft way of writing

hiftory, fo it has been the practice of the beft hiftorians, both

facred and profane, in all ages and countries. Mr. Whifton

indeed tells us, that thofe who do not take his method, and

fuppofe St. Matthew's Gofpel in our prefent copies mifplaced,

areforced on another methody which plainly implies thefrequent

inaccuracy^ if notfalfehood, of the infpired writers themfelves'.

This is a very hard charge indeed, which at once falls upon
all the harmonizers and commentators of the Gofpels, that

ever wrote before Mr. Whifton. It is ftrange that all thefe

good men, who had fo great a veneration for infpired writers,

{hould thus charge the Evlngelifts with inaccuracies, if not

falfehoody Mr. Whifton will agree with me, they had none

of them this defign, and then I am aot afraid to aflert, that no

fuch thing follows from the method they took^ to reconcile the

Evangelijh.

The fubftance of their charge amounts to no more than

this, viz. That they fuppofe the Evangelifts, not to have al~

uuay-S) and in every particular iii/lance, obferved the order of

time ; but this is fo far from fuppofing an inaccuracy or falfe-

hosd in the Evangelifts, that it is only fuppofing them to have

* P. >i.

taken
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taken the beft method, and the method the beft hiftorlans hav

taken, before and fince their time.

For the clearing of this matter, I will endeavour to fhew:

I. That this is a thing very common in the hiflory ofthe Old

Tejlament.

II. That it has been the praftice of the left profane hijli-

rians.

III. Offer feme reafens, why the Evangelijts negleRed the

order of time.

I. The writers of the- hiftory of the Old Tejlamtnt vtryfre-

quently deviatefrom the order of'time',
in relating fewral bran-

ches of their hi/lory, fcmetimes placing them much fooner, fame-
times much later, than the time^ in which they really came ty

pafs. This was very remarkably the practice of that beft and

moft accurate of all hiftorians, Mofes. For inftance,

Gen. xxv. 7, 8, 9. He places the death ofAbraham before

the birth of Ifaac's two fons, Efau and Jacob, ver. 24, 25, &c.

whereas it is very certain, that Abraham was alive when they
were born, aud lived at leaft fifteen years afterwards, as will

appear by the following account.

Abraham was a hundred years old, when his fon Ifaac was

born, Gen. xxi. 5. Ifaac was threefcore years old, when his

fons Efau and Jacob were born, ch. xxv. 26. therefore Abra-

ham was but a hundred and threefcore at their birth. But

Abraham lived till he was a hundred and feventy five, ch. xxv.

7. and therefore it is evident, that the death of Abraham is

placed at leaft fifteen years too foon, being placed before the

birth of Efau and Jacob; whereas if the order of time had been

obferved, it muft have been placed at leaft fifteen years after-

wards.

The fame may be obferved alfo, concerning the hiftorian's

placing his account of the death of Ifaac, Gen. xxxv. 28, 29.

It is placed before
the felling of yofeph into Egypt by his bre-

thren^ ch. xxxvii. whereas, if the order of time had been ob-r

fejved, it ought to have been placed after ; it being certain,

that,
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that Ifaac lived at leaft twelve years after that time, as will

appear by the following account.

Jofeph was thirty years old, when he was advanced by Pha-

raoh in Egypt, Gen. xli. 46. After this there camefeven years

of plenty, ver. 47, 53. and two years of famine, before Jacob

came down to Egypt, ch. xlv. 6. So that Jofeph was at leaft

thirty nine years old, when Jacob his father came down to

Egypt ; Jacob, when he came down to Egypt, was a hundred

and thirty years old, ch. xlvii. 9. Now from the time of Jo-

feph's being fold by his brethren, till this time, (viz. till his

39th year) were twenty two years, becaufe he was fold in his

feventeenth year, ch. xxxvii. 2. If then we take the twenty

two years, which Jofeph was in Egypt, from the hundred and

thirty of Jacob j it is plain that Jacob was a hundred and eight,

when Jofeph was feventeen, and confequently, when Jofeph

was fold to Egypt, Ifaac was no more than a hundred andfixty

eight ; for Jacob (who was at this time but a hundred and

eight] was born, when Ifaac was Jixty years old, ch. xxv. 26.

Now Ifaac lived till he was a hundred and eighty years old,

ch. xxxv. 28. and confequently twelve years after Jofeph was

fold into Egypt. So that it is evident, the account of Ifaac's

death is not placed according to the order of time, but at leaft

twelve years fooner, than that order required.

Another very remarkable inftance to the fame purpofe, viz.

of the author of the book of Genefis not obferving the order

of time in his hiftory, we have ch. xxxviii. The feveral mat-

ters there related, are placed between the account of Jofe-bh's

being fold into Egypt, and his advancement before Pharach.

This interval, or fpace of time, confifts of no more than thir-

teen years ; for Jofeph was fold in his feventeenth, and ad-

vanced in his thirtieth year. Now upon a clofe confideration

of the circumftances of the hiltory, it will appear morally im-

poflible, that all the feveral matters, related in that chapter,
fhould have come to pafs in that time, as will be evident by
juft naming them.

Firft, Judah leaves his father's family, and marries, and

fucceflively begat three fons, Er, Onan, and Shelah. When
the eldeft came to age, he married Tamar j fome time after

the
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the Lord flew him, and Onan the fecond brother married

his widow ; after his death fhe continued a confiderable time

a widow, expeting the time, when the third fon would be

grown up and marry her. He grows up, but refufes to marry
her ; therefore me plays the harlot with her father in law

Judah, and by him Ihe hath two fons. And all this muft

have been in lefs than the fpace of thirteen years, unlefs we

fuppofe the hiftorian not to have obferved the order of time;

which certainly he did not, a great part ofwhat is here related,

having undoubtedly come to pafs, a confiderable time before

Jofeph was fold into Egypt*.
Thefe are inftances fufficient to prove, that though the E-

vangelifts did not always confine themfelves to obferve the or-

der of time, yet they had the example of the beft hiftorian in

the world, to juftify their practice in neglecting it.

Nor was this only the practice of Moles, but of moft, ifnot

all, the writers of the facred hiftory of the Old Teftament.

There is a noted example of this in the book of Judges, the

loft five chapters of which hiftory ought, if the order of time

had been obferved, to have been placed near the beginning of

it. The ftory of Micah's idolatry',
and the expedition of the

tribe ofDan^ch. xvii. andxviii. of the Levitt's concubine, and

the war on her account, ch. xix. xx. and xxi. are each of them

placed above 200 years too late, which is eafy enough to be

proved. Hence Jofephus has placed the hiftory of the three

laft chapters^ before the hi/lory of the Judges
b
, and the Old

Hebrew Chronologer has placed theftory of Micah> and the

tribe of Dan's idolatry, and theftory of the Levite's concubine in

the time of Othniel, the firft of thejudges j and, as far as I can

find, moft chronologers and commentators are of the fame

mind d
.

a
Qupmodo ergo haec omnia in- c Seder Olam Rabba, c. 20. p.

tra tam paucos annos fieri potue- 50.
rinr, merito movttj nil!, ut forte fo- d Dr. Lightfoot Chronic, and

let, fcriptura per recapitubmonem, Harmon, ot the Old Teft. on

aliquot annos ante venditum Jo- Judges, &c. Ufher Chronol. Sacr.

&ph, hoc fieri csepifTe intelligi vtlit, p- *99- Petav. Rationar. Xenip. 1. 1.

&c. Auguft- Qi^ett- Sup. Gen. 1. i. c. 6. Junius ad Jud. 17. i. Span-
. 128. heim. Hift. Eccl. V. T. Epoch.
b
Antiq. Jud. lib. 5. c. z. 4.0. 10.

The
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The (lory of Shimei's death, i Kings ii. 39. &c. is evi-

dently placed three years too foon in the hiftory.

Abundance of other fuch inftances might be collected out

of the hiftorical books, were it necefiary. Thofe that have a

mind to fee them, may confult Dr. Lightfoot
3 and Ufher b

,

&c. I would only add, that this has been a very antient and

common obfervation ; and that for this purpofe the famous

fixth rule of Ticonius % called Recapitulatio, was invented.

But,

II. This is not a practice peculiar to the facred writers, but

ma&e ufe of by all hijhrlans. The moft accurate and exaci

among thofe, who are called profane writers, have taken this

liberty in compofmg their hiftories. Livy, Plutarch, Tacitus,

Suetonius, Florus,&c.have all upon particular occafions neg-
lected the exadt order of time. Suetonius, for inftance, is very

frequent in this practice; continually laying matters of a like

nature together, without regard to the order of time, in which

they were done. In the Life of Auguftus he exprefsly tells

us, it was his defign to do fo d
:
" not to confine himfelf to

"
ftric~t chronology, or the order of time, in which the feveral

<c
things were done; but inftead of being punctual to the

"
time, join actions of a like nature together, that fo they

**
might be more clearly perceived and known." This any

one, who reads his memoirs of Auguftus's life, will perceive
he has done, juft as St. Matthew and the other Kvangelifts,
in writing the memoirs of our Saviour's life.

To the fame purpofe Lucius Florus c
intimates,

" That he
f would not obferve the ftricl order of time ; but that the

Lib. jarncit; tionem vitae. Sic cum narramus,k Chronol. Sacr.
quas quis publics, quje privatim,e h pud Augult.de Do&. Chrift. qua? foitittr, qux moderate, qua;

1. 3. c.
36.^ ftrrio, quae jocoie e^erit, non ob-

d
Propoiita vitae ejus velut fum- iervato annomin o dine. Pitiic.

ma, pnrtcs figillatim, neque per ad Loc.

tempora, led per Ipecies, exiequar ; Qiiae etfi involuta inter fe funt

quo diftiii&ius demonttrari cognof- omnia atque cowfuia, tamen, quo.
cique poflint. Suetonius in Auguft. meiivis appareant, iimul et ne Ice-

^' 8- lera virtutibus obftrepant, ieparatim
Sic Iblent fcriptores per fte- proferentur, &c. L. Flat. lib. z. c.

,
cirs exjiguifi. e. ieciindum aliones 15.
tl gcnera ; narrare ftatum et condU

tc
things
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"

things he fhould relate might the better appear, he would
'* relate them diftin&ly and feparately, &c." If then other

writers, facred and profane, have fo very frequently neglected

this order, we need not be furprized, that St. Matthew and

the other Evangelifts have done fo too ; efpecially when we

confider, that it is only in a few inftances, that they have done

it, and thenfor the mojl part, if not always, fome good reafon

may be afligned, why they have done fo. This leads me,
III. To confider. Why, and for what reafons, the Evan-

gelijls recededfrom the order of time, in their hi/lories.

I {hall not be at the pains to confider all the feveral

branches of their hiftories, in which this order is neglected,
and {hew the particular occafions why they are placed as they
are ; all that I defign, is to mention fome general caufes or

eccafans of their relating things in a different order, from that

in which they were done, and particularly,

I. Sometimes the Evangelifts relate thofe fafls together^

which were done at a different time, becaufe they were done in

thefame place. It feemed a very good expedient to aflift the

memory, fometimes to relate the feveral miracles our Saviour

wrought at one place together, though they were done at dif-

ferent times. So, the healing of the leprous perfon; the cure of
the centurion's fervant ; the recovering of Peter's mother-in-

law, are placed immediately one after another by St. Mat-

thew, ch. viii. from ver. 2, to the i6th, becaufe each of thefe

miracles was wrought at Capernaum, though at different

times. tl Hence (fays Dr. Lightfoot) the mention of a place
" doth oftentimes occafion thefe holy penmen to fpeak of ftories

" out of their proper time, becaufe they would take up the whole
"

ftory of that place all at once, or togetherV For this reafon

it is, that St. Luke places the hiftory of the uncleanjpirit being

taji out of the man in thefynagogue at Capernaum, ch. iv. 33,

<?cc. and the account of Peter's mother-in-law being cured of a

fever, ver. 39, &c. before the call ofthe dpof.les by the fea-jidey

ch. v. i. (which has been proved
b to be contrary to the order of

Lightibot, Hawnon. of the New Teft.

P.^o.

lime );
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time) ; viz. becaufe having mentioned our Lord's being and

preaching at Capernaum (ver. 31.) he had a mind to record to-

gether the miracles our Lord did there, though done at another

time.

2. Another reafon, why the Evangelifts fometimes place a

fa& out of its proper order of time, is, becaufe they having been

fyeaking ofthe perfon concerned in it
before^

had a mind there to

finijh
all they defined tofay of him. So, for inftance, the ftory

of John the Baptift's being imprifoned by Herod, Luke iii.

19, 20. (which has been proved not to be in the order of time)

was placed where it is, becaufe the Evangelift, having before

been giving an account of John's miniftry, and not deligning

to fay much more of him, had a mind here to finifh his whole

ftory together. This is fo far from being any fault in a hif-

tory, that it is really oftentimes the beft and mpft accurate way
of writing it ; becaufe by a ftricl and conftant adherence to

the order of time, there muft neceflarily be continual breaches

and frequent interruptions in the hiftory. Stories muft be

often brought in without any connection or coherence, and

confequently are not fo like to be remembered a
. It may there-

fore be fometimes much better that the whole ftory of a per-

fon or thing be told together, though fome other things inter-

vene, which are told afterwards. For this reafon, we may ob-

ferve, the infpired penman of the book of Genefis has placed

tiie death of Ifaac (ch. xxxv. 28, 29.) fo much too foon, as it

lias been above proved to be b
, viz. becaufe having, ver. 27.

given an account of hisfon Jacob's coming to him to Hebron,
and defigning to fay no more concerning his life, but to pro-
ceed to the hiftory of his pofterityj it feemed very proper there

to mention his death, that he might not be forced elfewhere to

bring it in, by any breach or interruption in his hiftory
c
. For

the

* Facilius cujufque rei in unum hanc hiftoriam (ic. Jofephi) Mofes
conu-acta Ipecics, quam divifa tern- pott obi turn ct lepuJturam rccitet : ut

pcribus, oculis ammiique inhaeret. neceirarioconcedendafithylierologia,
Vellei. Patcrc. i. 14. cujus ratio haec tuit

} quia poit ad-
h P. 36. vcntum Jaccbi in Hebron, nihil ani-
c Conftat ante mortem Ifaaciven- plius de vita liaaci velk-t narrare

ditura fuille Jofephum, cum tamen Moles, et ad ea, quae de Jacobo Pa-
triarch a
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the fame reafon alfo is the ftory of Shimei's death placed too

foon, i Kings ii. 39. that the whole ftory of him might be

finifhed at once, and not brought in without any connection,

as it muft neceflarily have been, if it had been placed after-

wards.

3. It is not at all abfurd or unreafonable to fuppofe, that

divine Wijclom ordered it to be tbas^ to prevent allfufpicion of
the Evangeli/ls' writing in concert^ or by combination^ with de-

fegn to
impofe upon the world. Chriftianity was looked upon

at firft, by many, as a delufion, and the authors of thefe

facred books as cheats and importers. Againft this the Chrift-

ians commonly argued, that^ if the writers of the Gofpel-hif-

tory had had #ny fuch defigns, they would not have fo many

things, which feem. contrary to each other. The reafoning of

Chryfoftom on this head is fo very juft, that it well deferves

tranfcribing
a

. He brings in a perfon making this objection,

that the Evangetifts do not agree in their accounts. To this he

anfwers ;
" Their not agreeing in every particular, is a full

" demonstration of their truth ; for if they had in all things
"

agreed with a perfect exaclnefs, both as to time, and place,
" and words, none of our adverfaries but would have believed

" that they met together, and wrote by compact and confent
" to deceive : but now that difference there feems to be be-
M tween them in thefe fmaller matters, defends them from all

" fuch fufpicion, &c." Such arguing feems to be very juft;

and if it be, what is there abfurd in fuppofmg, that divine

Wifdom ordered thefe little differences, thofe in refpect of

time among others, for this good end ?'" The Holy Spirit,"

fays a learned man, "influenced the Evangelifts to write many

triarchn notandaaccklerent, pergere KCt\ ^^ faxTav O.VTU,, ov&lg at

deliberaffct, hiftoriam Ifaaci opeiae \^w<rt ivS f , or.

prctium iuuicavit concluuere per r/ * \ ci' v

'

!i-.ortem ipfius, &c . Rivet. Ex5- ^ " "^ *
cit. 144. Gen. *'

.
,

. >
'

a / f> V Chn'foftom. Homil. in Matth. i.

-yuct T>5J a?>*;<7fia? $'" Et ysto
'

. . . , ,

v ,
f, ,

* Idem vui. apud Theenhylaft. Prae-
-

VOL. III. N "
things
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"
things in a different order, that they might not feem to have

" wrote by compact, or to have borrowed one from another a."

4. Mr.Whifton has furnifhed me with another reafon, why
the Evangelifts are thus different from one tnother, and do

not obferve the fame order in relating the feveral afts of our

Saviour's life.
" It ought not (fays he)

b to feem ftrange, if

that book, which contains the revealed will of God, be fo

c
framed, as to have divers feeming contradictions in it, for

<c the perplexing the ungodly, and the exercife of the pious."

This obfervation of Mr. Whifton's, is what feveral other

learned men have upon this and other occafions made c
, and

is, if true, a very good reafon, why the Evangelifts were not fo

very exa<5t, in obferving the order of time in their hiftories.

Thus I have endeavoured to juftify the practice of the

Evangelifts, in relating things in a different order from that

in which they came to pafs, both by (hewing it was the prac-

tice of the beft hiftorians, and by feveral other reafons. I only

add, that, as it has been already proved concerning St. Luke d
>

that he did not tell us he defigned to obferve the exacl order of

time, fo it is certain no one of the Evangelijis has told usfe-t

and if they did not engage and promife to obferve this order,

certainly they are not to be accufed of falfehood in not obferv-

ing it. Hence the learned Dr. Hammond e well obferved,
" That all thefe, and (if there were) many more [differences]
'* do nothing derogate from the fidelity of the writers ; who,
"

undertaking to make fome relations of what was done by
*'

Chrift, do no where undertake, nor oblige themfelves, to ob-
u ferve the order wherein every thing fucceeded, that being
* c

generally extrinfical, and of no importance to the rela-

tions."

a Voluit veto Spiritus Sanftus c \fulta diverfo ordine ab Evan-
diverfo ordine multa ab Evangeliltis gel Itis narrari voluit Spiritus Sanc-

narrari
;

ne vcl tx compacto, vel tus, exercendae et fubigendse fidei

colJatis capitibus, rcripfirte, vel fua nolh'se, &c. caufa. Spanheim. Dub.
a k invicem deicripfiffL' viderentxir, Evang. torn. in. Dub. 69.
&c. Spanheim. Dub. Evang. torn.

" P. 24, &c.

iii. Dub. 69.
e Annot. on Mark v. 2.

b
Chronolog. of the Old Tcft.

p. 3.

And
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And to the fame purpofe, it is well remarked by the author

juft now cited % " That no one can charge that writer with
" a falfehood or contradiction, for relating things in a different

" order from that in which they came to pafs, if he did not

" before-hand engage to obferve that order." The principal

thing thefe facred writers were concerned about, was truth^ to

be faithful and juft in the accounts they gave us ; and this in-

deed is the moft necefiary requifite, and beft character of an

hiftorian. Hence Lucian, in his excellent directions for writ-

ing hiftory, tells us h
,
" The one thing moft peculiarly re-

"
quifite to hiftory, is truth. If any go about to write a hif-

"
tory, he muft principally regard truth, not concerning him-

*'
felf about any thing elfe."

'

CHAP. V.

Mr. Wbijloii's fecond Argument confidered. It does notfollow',

that
becaufe St. Matthew for the mojl part obferved the Or-

der of Time, therefore he did in every Particular. The

third Argument difcu/ed The Notes of Time Mr. Whijion

mentions^ do not prove the Order of Time.

THE
fecond argument, which Mr.Whifton makes ufe of

to prove, that St. Matthew originally obferved the or-

der of time through his whole Gofpel, is, becaufe he doesfo in

the greatejl part of his Gofpel. After what hath been faid in

the two former chapters, there feems very little neceflary to be

faid in anfwer to this. I agree with Mr. Whifton, that St.

Immo nemo menclacii vel con- Ssta, f? T{ fyojtav ysd-^uv "ot, rw
tradiaioms infimulaverit ilium, qui y ^u , aV*rr ti^r.tiw airrS,
eadem diverlo ordme recitat, mcdo &c> Lucian . de Confcrib. Hiftor.
non praeferturfeordmem rehturum,

. Hiftoricus itaque, fi ad ve.

que ac res ipfas. Spanr.eim. Cub, rum et fidem de re propofiu rctu ie.

Evang. torn. IIK Duh. 56.
^

'

rit> offido fuo fr^fa. exiiiima-
E> yap TTO (icil. aXqdtiix) bltur. Ifaac. Pontan. Orat. Ifagog.'

r,- ad L. Flor. p. i .

N 2 Matthew
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Matthew (and fo indeed each of the other Evangelifts) does

for the moft part exactly obferve the order of time ; yet it wilt

by no means follow, that that infpired writer was always fo

confined to a ftricl: obfervance of this order, that he could upon
no occafions whatfoever depart from it. Several reafons have

been affigned, upon the account of which an hiftorian may
fometimes deviate from this order, though for the moft part

he
ftriclly obferve it. And it has been proved, that St. Luke

fometimes relates things in a different order from that in which

they came to pafs, though for the moft part he exactly obferves

the ordjer of time. Mr. Whifton's argument therefore, that

becaufe St. Matthew for the moft part writes in this order,

therefore he does never recede from it, will not hold.

Mr. Whifton's laft argument, by which he endeavours to

prove, that St. Matthew originally obferved the order of time

through his whole Gofpel, is, that the notes of the order of
titne y and coherence of parts, are as many in that part which

is now disordered and mifplaced^ as in that which is re-

gular and in its proper order. It is true indeed, thofe

which Mr. Whifton has here collected, and calls notes of
the order of time, are as frequent in this as any other part

of the Gofpel ; but then thefe are fuch which are only (if they

may be fo called) notes of tranfition, generally inferted by the

hiftorian onlyfor the fake of connecting the feveraljlories toge-

ther , and not to denote the regular fuccejfion of thefaffs related,

They are moft of them fuch as can only relate to the ftory that

follows them, and do not at all connect it with that foregoing.

This will appear by a very flight confideration of them : they
are fuch as thefe : '\$uv Si' x* a'voilaj TO ra. O.VTX' xaraSam ^s

&c. andfeeing ; and opening his mouth ; and coming downfrom
the mountain j and behold ; and as he was entering j

and comingy

&c. Is it not evident that thefe, and fuch as thefe, are defigned

only for the better tranfition from one ftory to another.? Is it

not very plain that they regard only the fubfequent ftory ? For

inftance, 'i$u & ** '!& and when Jcfus faw ;
and behold ;

have thefe phrafes any reference at all to what goes before?

Do they intimate that the next fad related, was immediately in

order
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order of time after that which was before related? Let us fup-

pofe the ftory, to which one of thefe notes is prefixed, a con-

fiderable time after that which immediately precedes it in the

hiftory, might not the hiftorian very properly prefix one of

thefe notes to it.^ Might he not fay, v.a.1 ?&, or x*i !*$ o 'i-

o-i?f, and yefus feeing, or coming, did fuch or fuch a thing, only

regarding what he was about to tell, without the leaft refpeft

to what he had faid before ? Nay, let us go further, and fup-

pofe one of thofe notes prefixed to a ftory, which in the order

of time was before that which it immediately fucceeds, yet

would the prefixing of fuch a note be very proper. For in-

ftance, to the fermon on the Mount (Mat v. 2.) is prefixed

VM\ ai<oi|aj TO rVa avroZ (which is one of Mr. Whifton's notes

of the order of time) and he opened his mouth. Might not this

note be very well prefixed to our Saviour's preaching, al-

though the fermon, in the order of time, were really before

that which immediately precedes it in the hiftory ? The fame

may be proved of almoft every one of thefe notes, which Mr.

Whifton has here mentioned, if it were neceflary.

The truth is, it is a common thing in all hiftories to make

ufe of fuch tranfitory or introduRory phrafes as thefe ; nay even

of thofe which feem moft to imply an immediate and orderly

fucceffion of events, in a very great latitude. So for inftance,

Gen. xxxviii. i. immediately after the account of Jofeph's be-

ing fold into Egypt, it follows, at that time Judah went down

from his brethren^&Lc. when as it is certain this happened a con-

Jiderable time
before Jofeph's beingfold into Egypt

a
. Hence, fays

Dr. Lightfoot
b
,
" The words at that time are not to be refer-

u red to the next words going before in the preceding chap-
"

ter, concerning Jofeph's fale to Potiphar, but are of a more
'*

large extent ; as that phrafe, and the phrafe in
thofe days^ are

** oft in Scripture." It is a trite obfervation among the writers

of facred chronology, that thefe phrafes in Scripture are fre-

quently ufed with a great deal of latitude. It has been ob-

ferved, that this phrafe, In that day or time^ is ufedjixteen times

in the Old and New Teftament in a lax fenfe, and not im-

* See above, p. 36.
b Harmon, and Chronic, of the

Old Teft. Gen. c. xxxviii.

N 3 plying
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plying a regular fucceflion of events a
. So the words '> $i raft

'vpifetK UtiMtK, Matt, iii. i. are put to introduce the hiftory,

which is next to Chrift's fixing at Nazareth j which was

about thirty years after. Upon the whole then, if this be the

life of moft of thefe notes, only to introduce the following

ftory, if thofe which feem moft to be notes of time regard

principally what follows, and are ufed in fuch a lax fenfe ; then

they do not prove, that this part of St. Matthew's Gofpel was

originally wrote according to the order of time.

Thus I have confidered Mr. Whifton's firft afiertion, viz.

'That St. Matthew defigned originally to obferve the order of
time through his whole Gofpel^ and have endeavoured to fhew

that the feveral arguments he brings to fupport it, are not

conclufive.

Locutionem autem illam (in

tempore ilk) eodem raodo in Deu-
ter. x. 8. ufurpari notat Aben-
Ezra ; quomodo et ah aliis eft ob-

. fervatum, in die illo, fine determi-

nata aliqua temporis notatione, fe-

decies in Veteri et Novo Teftamento

efle pofitum ; hocque ipib in loco,

in tempore illo, non ad illud, quo in

Egyptuni venditus elt Jofephus,
fed quo ipfe Judas in Cananaeam
cum Patre advenit, referendum efle

defendimus. Ufler. Chronol. Sacr.

c. 10. Vid. Spanheim. Dub. E-

vang. torn. ii. Dub. 10, et 95.

CHAP.
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CHAP. VI.

Mr. Whtfton's Proof of the main Proportion confedered. It

fuppofes St. Mark's Gofpel an Epitome of St. Matthew's.

This the Opinion of mojl learned Men, but certainly falfe.

That St. Mark is not an Epitome of St. Matthew, proved,

Fir/I, from the Account given in Antiquity of the Manner

and Occafion of bis Writing, viz. that he wrote at Rome

from St. Peter's Mouth. The Tejlimonies out of Antiquity

produced. Tivo Obfervationsfrom Scripture to fupport thefe

Tejlimonies.

MR.
Whifton having attempted to prove, that St. Mat-

thew, in this part of his Gofpel, defigned to obferve

the order of time, proceeds to fhew, that thefeveral branches of

the hiftory in this part, are not according to the order of time.

But before he comes to a particular proof of this, he fays, He

will in general prove the main proportion by the mojl authentick

evidence, viz. the tejlimony of St. Mark a
. This indeed, if it

be any evidence at all, will be moft authentick and indifput-

able. Let us a little confider it.

" St. Mark (fays Mr. Whifton) was the epitomizer of St.

" Matthew gives us fuch an account of our Saviour's Acts,
" as demonftrates that St. Matthew's Gofpel lay then before

"
him, and was the almoft only guide he followed in his hif-

"
tory. Now fuppofing this (fays he), it will follow, that

<{ either that copy of St. Matthew, which St. Mark made ufe

"
of, was in a different order from that which we now have

"
(in the chapters under confideration), or elfe that he knew

" the order of his copy to be wrong, and contrary to the ori-

"
ginal one, and fo reduced it in his epitome to the true and

"
regular feries of events, which he learned from St. Peter.

" Now either of thefe is fufficient for my prefent purpofe ; for

"
'it is evident, that St. Mark does not obferve the order of the

"
prefent copies of St. Matthew (whom he epitomizes), in that

"
part we are fpeaking of, &c." This now is St. Mark's tefti-

* P. TO*.

N 4 mony?
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mony, and Mr. Whifton's mojt convincing argument, of the

truth of the propofition, viz. that theformer part of St. Mat-

thew's Gofpel,
in our. prefent copies, is not now in its true and

ftrft
intended order.

However fpecious and plaufible this argument may at firft

appear, I doubt not but every unbiafled mind, after a more

clofe examination, will be very far from thinking it conclufive

and convincing. The two following confiderations will fuf-

ficiemly invalidate the force of this reafoning, viz.

I. St. Mark did not epitomize or abridge St, Matthew's Gof-

pel, nor bad he it lying before him, when he wrote.

II. Suppofe St. Mark did abridge, and make ufe of St. Mat-

thew's Gofpel in compofeng his, yet it will notfollotu either thai

the copies he then ufed were, or our prefent copies now, are mif-

placed, and out of the order originally intended by St. Matthew.

I. St. Mark did not epitomize or abridge St. Matthew's

Gofpel, nor had he it lying before him, when he wrote. In un-

dertaking to prove this, I am very well aware, that I oppofe

the fentiments of learned men in all ages of the church : an-

tient and modern writers have almoft all, with one common

confent, voted and agreed St. Mark's Gofpel to be an epitome
of St. Matthew's.

Auftin a
, among the antients, and among later writers Eraf-

mus b
, Sixtus Senenfis c

, Alfted
'',

Grotius % Spanheim
f
,

Toinard e
, and many others, aflert it. Nay, Erafmus h in

another place has carried the matter fomewhat further, and by
a certain likenefs, which he imagined he obferved in the ftyle

and idiom of thefe two Gofpels (contrary to all antiquity, and

even to himfelf in the place firft cited), is induced to believe

they both were wrote by thefame perfen*

a Marcus Matthxiim fubfectitus e Annot. ad Marc. i. i.

tamuiam pedi&quus et breviator f Hifto: . Ecclef. Secul. I. c. 6.

ejus videtur. Aug. de Conlenf. Prolegom. in Harm. Evang.
Evang. 1. i. c. 2. p. 4.

!> Annot. in Nov. Teft. ad Marc. h Erafmus, in Apoloor. contra
i. i. Albertum Carporum Principem,

c Biblioih. Sancl. 1. i. ad voc. Icribir, eundem fuiffc utriuique
Marc. Evangelii fcriptorem. Vid. 'Sixt.

11

Pnecognit. Thcolog. 1. 2. p. Senenf. 1. 7. de Marci Evangelic.
263.

But
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But notwithftanding this fo univerfal agreement of learned

men in this matter, I am not afraid to undertake the defence

of the contrary opinion. It is no new or uncommon thing

for the bulk of criticks and commentators to agree in an er-

ror. An opinion that is plaufible, and has fome appearance of

probability, firft ftarted by a perfon of reputation, and ufhered

into the world under fome great name, is very often univerfally

received, and for a long time entertained as an unqueftionable

truth, though all the while it be really falfe : but if in procefs

of time it has the good fortune to be efpoufed by more men of

reputation and chara6ter, for fenfe and learning, it then ac-

quires a fort of fantity, and, through I know not what fort of

fearfulnefs, men dare not fo much as fufpecl: or call in queftion

the truth of a propofition, which has been believed by almoft

all learned men. This I verily believe was the cafe, in refpedl:

of the point we are now upon. Auftin, and fome others of

reputation, firft ftarted it : to others, who would not be at the

pains of -examining into the truth of it, it feemed plaufible,

and fo they received it. And by this means many learned

men fuffered themfelves to be impofed upon, taking that for

truth, which they certainly had rejected as falfe, had they but

ventured ftrictly and clofely to examine it. But numbers are

po evidence of truth, and (as Mr. Whifton well obferves in

another place
3
)
a common opinion without a

folidfoundation ,
is

ifno great value. He that heartily and in good earneft feeks

after truth, muft not fuffer himfelf to be imprefled either with

the number^ or reputation of thofe, who think otherwife than

he does. It was a noble refolution of Seneca's b
,
" That he

" would obftinately perfift in the fearch of truth ; not making
" his underftanding a flave to any man's, nor giving in to
tc

any opinion, only becaufe it was publifhed, under a great
V name."

I (hall therefore endeavour to prove this common opinion

(viz. that St. Mark epitomized St. Matthew) falfe ; and I fhall

take the more pains in the matter, not only becaufe I fhall

a Chronol. of the Old Teftam. non en m me cuiquam mancipavi,

p. 16. millius nomen f'cro, &c. Sen. Epilt.
b Verum contumaciterquseram; 4.5.

^hereby
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thereby invalidate Mr. \Vhifton's mojl autbentick evidence, but

fet a matter in a clear light, which (as far as I can find) no

one yet has attempted to do, and fo withal recover the honour

of this Gofpel (viz. St. Mark's), which has fo long lain under

this hard and injurious charge, of being extratfed, and compiled

out of St. Matthew. And,

j. It is very evident, that St. Mark's Gofpel is not an

epitome of St. Matthew's, from the accounts we have in eccle-

ftajlical hi/lory, of the manner and occafion of St. Mark's writ-

ing bis Gofpel. The fubftance of all thofe accounts which we

have, is this, viz. That St. Mark, (who was the companion and

interpreter of St. Peter) being at Rome with him, was dejired

by the brethren there, to give them an account in writing, of

what he had learnt from St. Peter,, of the doftrines and
life of

Chrift ; that they did net
defift

in their intreaties, till they had

prevailed, and this was the caufe or reafon of the Gofpel, we

now call St. Mark's, being firjl wrote. This in fliort is the

account, and it feems to be as largely attefted by the antients,

as almoft any matter of facT: whatfoever, at that diftance from

us. Papias, Irenaeus, Origen, Clemens Alexandrinus, Je-

rome, and many others, all agree as to the main of this fa6r.

The moft full and antient relation of this matter, is that of

Clemens Alexandrinus, cited by Eufebius in two feveral

places
1
, and confirmed in the firft of thofe places, by the moft

antient teftimony of Papias. To the fame purpofe (though
not quite fo full) is the account of Irenaeus, viz. That St.

Mark committed to writing the things which he heard St. Peter'

preach
h

. So Origen
c
,
That St. Mark made or wrote his

ICTXOTTOJ ot/jt,<zri Tlct-

(fcil. o* 'Pft^arot) MafKOK, TO sna?. Eufeh. Hift. Eccl. 1. z. c.

<pt%tTui, axoXtSo ora * 5* Idem vid. lib. 6. c. 14.. vid. et

acrai, u{ 0.11 xctl Ja ***** 3- c - 39-

aaeu to* a-.a, Ka.l F**"" Iren - Adv ' Haeref. lib.

yensVSa* TJ Ta XEVO- ^'f'!' J r< r u u-n. T- i i-u
. , ,

' c Apud Euieb. Hift. Eccl. lib.

apxc* EvyyfXi y^et- 6. c. 25.
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Gofpel) us Tlerfot l^r,yrla-a.To avru, as St. Peter direfted or taught

him. The fame account we have from Jerome
2

feveral

times, Theophylacl
b
, and feveral others of the antients. It

was fo far believed in the firft ages, that St. Mark wrote his

Gofpel under the conduit and direction of St. Peter, that this

Gofpel was by a great many called The Gcfpelof St. Peter, and

not St. Mark ; fo Tertullian c
tells us, that " the Gofpel

" which St. Mark publiftied, was affirmed to be wrote by
" St. Peter." Such is the account, which we have from an-

tiquity, of the writing of this Gofpel. There is one remark

which I have made in reading this Gofpel, which (though it

may feem to fome to be too nice a fpeculation) yet perhaps,

confidering the very many teftimonies of the antients, that St.

Mark wrote what he heard from St. Peter^ may have fome

weight in it, and be fome confirmation of the preceding rela-

tion. The remark I mean is this, viz. That there are in the

Gofpel hi/lory,federal very remarkable circumjlances^ relating to

St. Petert which are told by the other Evangelifts^ and notfo
much as mentioned or hinted at by St. Mark. The reafon of

which feems to be, that St. Peter's modefty would not permit

them to be inferted, being generally fuch as were to his ad-

vantage, and would tend to advance his honour above the reft

of the Apoftles, a thing which no doubt the good Apoftle

would endeavour to prevent* For the manifefting of this, I

will felecl: a few out of the other inftances, which might be

produced, viz.

1. The account of ChriJTs pronouncing St. Peter blejjed^

when he had confefled him, the promife of the keys, and of that

large power, tsc. made to him, are omitted by St. Mark,

though the former and fucceeding parts of the ftory, are both

told by him. See Mark viii. 29, 30. and compare it with

Matt. xvi. 1 6 20.

2. The relation of St. Peter's working the miracle, by get~

* Marcus juxta quod Petrum b
Praefat. in Comment, in Marc,

referenton audierat, rogatns Romas c

Evangeiium, quod Marcus c-

a fratribus, breve fcripfit Evange- didit, Petri affirmetur, cujus inter-

lium. Catalog. Script. Eccl. in voce pros Marcus. Tcrtull. Adv. Mar-
Marcus. Vid. Praefat. in Com- cion. lib. 4. c. 5.
ment. in Matt.

ting
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ting money out ofthefijb's mouth, to pay the tribute-money, told

by St. Matt. ch. xvii. 24, &c. is omitted by St. Mark, though

the preceding and fubfequent ftories are the fame as in St.

Matthew. See Mark ix. 30 33.

3.
Chrift's particular love and favour exprefled to St. Peter,

in telling him of his danger, and that he had prayedfor him in

particular, that his faith might not fait
1

, Luke xxii. 31, 32. is

omitted by St. Mark.

4. St. Peter's remarkable humility above the reft of the

Apoftles, about Chrijl's wajhing his feet, &c. John xiii. 6 9.

omitted by St. Mark.

5. The inftance of St. Peter's very great zeal for Chrift,

when he was taken, in cutting of the Higb-Priejl's fervanfs
ear. John xviii. io. is not mentioned by St. Mark concern-

ing St. Peter in particular, but only told in general of a cer-

tain perfon that flood by ; Mark xiv. 47.

6. St. Peter's faith in leaping into thefea, to go to Chrift,

John xxi. 7. not mentioned by St. Mark.

7. Chrift's difcourfe with St. Peter concerning his love to

him, and his particular, repeated charge to him to feed his

fneep, John xxi. 15. &c. omitted by St. Mark.

Thefe are fome inftances of things tending to St. Peter's

honour, recorded by the other Evangelifts, none of which are

fo much as hinted at by St. Mark. I add, that there is not

any one Tingle inftance in all that Gofpel^ like unto any of

thole which have been mentioned. There is nothing in that

Gofpel, which does in the leaft tend to advance the honour

and prerogative of St. Peter, above the reft of the Apoftles.

Now, why thefe and fome other particulars of a like nature

fhould be omitted by St. Mark, is fomewhat ftrange, unlefs we
account for it thus ; that St. Peter, who dictated this Gofpel to

St. Mark, through modefty and for fear of fome bad confe-

quences, caufed him to leave out thofe things, which fo parti-

cularly concerned himfelf. Had not St. Mark had his Gofpel

from St. Peter, I cannot conceive, why he fhould fo ftudioufly

avoid the mention of all thofe remarkable things, which tended

fo much to his honour. Much to the fame purpofe, is the ar-

guing
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guing of a learned Popifh divine on this head 2
, out of Eufe-

bius. " Why (fays he) St. Mark (hould leave out thofe great
" and honourable promifes made to St. Peter, which we read
" in St. Matthew (ch. xvi.), may be feen in Eufebius (De-
tl monftr. Evang. 1. 3. c. 7.) St. Peter's humility would not
" fuffer him to tell thefe things to St. Mark, when he was
"

writing his Gofpel. We may obferve the three other Evan-
(t

gelifts relating thofe things, which tend to advance the ho-

(c nour and prerogative of St. Peter. Only St. Mark, who
tl wrote his Gofpel from St. Peter's dictating to him, has

" omitted them j which evidences the great modefty of St.

<( Peter." This reafoning is abundantly confirmed by a very

common and well-known obfervation, that authors of mo~

defty are feldom forward to mention thofe things, that tend to

their own praife; fo that we have at leaft a probable argu-
ment from the Gofpel itfelf, to prove the account we have

from antiquity, of the writing of it, true. The learned Dr.

Hammond has another argument taken out of the Gofpel it-

felf, by w.hich he endeavours to prove the account, that has

been given of its being dictated by St. Peter, to be true. After

having cited the account, he adds b
;
" Of this there be fome

" characters difcernible iu the writing itfelf; as that, fetting
" down the ftory of Peter's denying of Chrift, w,ith the fame

" enumeration of circumftances, and aggravations of the

"
fault, that Matthew doth ; when he comes to mention his

"
repentance and tears confequent to it, he doth it (as became

" the true penitent) more coldly than Matthew had done, only
" Exeats he wept ; whereas Matthew hath iy.ha.vo-t

-ra-txpwj,
he wept

"
bitterly" How far this argument is conclufive, I {hall not

8 Cur Marcus omittit ilia mag- Luc. c. 22. Ego rogavl pro te, &c.

nificapronnfTaPetrofaaaaChriiio, Et apud Joan. ai. Pafce o*ves

qiue leguntur apud Matth. vid. mtas. Solum Marcum, qui Evan-

apv-d Euicb. lib. 3. Demonftr. E- gelium fcripiit, licut Pctro referente

vang. c. 7. Petrus ex humilitate audierat, de his tacuiffe. Qu;e r>;s

noluit hoc referre Maixo fcripturo infignem li. Petri modeftiam nobis

EvangeliuTh; ubinotareliquos tres infinuat et cummendat. Eltius in

Evaiigeliftas ca cornmemorafle, quae Difficilior. Script, loc. ad Marc. $.

ad Pctii excellentiam et.prteroga- 29.
tivam pertinent. Matt. ch. 16. " Introduc. to Matt.

Beatus es, Simon Bar-Jona, &.v.
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now enquire ; if this be not, perhaps there may be feveral of

the like nature, that are. I would only add, that St. Peter

himfelf in his ift Epiftle
a makes mention of St. Mark, as

being along with him, and calls him bis fan : The Church

which is at Babylon, eletted together with you^faluteth you, and

fo doth Marcus my fen. There can be no juft reafon to queftion,

whether the fame Mark is here intended, who wrote the Gof-

pel ;
and if the word Babylon be here taken for Rome, as the

Fathers, the papifts in general, and many other among the

Proteftants
b do take it, then the foregoing account receives a

very great confirmation, from St. Peter and St. Mark's hav-

ing been at Rome together. So Jerome and Eufebius d

make ufe of this argument for this very purpofe. The words

of the latter are thefe ;

" But Peter makes mention of Mark in

" his firft Epiftle, which they fay was wrote at Rome, and it

" was that which Peter himfelf meant, when by a ftrong fi-

"
gure he makes ufe of the word Babylon to denote that

'

city, viz. Rome, in thefe words, The Church which is at

"
Babylon, chofen together with you, faluteth you, and Mark

"
my fon."

If then upon the whole it be reafonable to conclude, that

St. Mark wrote his Gofpel at Rome, at the requeft of the

brethren there, from the things v/hich he had heard of St. Pe-

ter ; we have, I think, an undeniable argument, that this

Gofpel is not an abftract, or epitome of St. Matthew's. If

his Gofpel be a collection of what St. Peter had told him, then

it is not a bare tranfcript of St. Matthew : for to fay, he took

his Gofpel from St. Peter's mouth, and tranfcribed it from St.

Matthew's writing, is fomewhat like a contradiction. But

befides this, if St. Mark had had iSt. Matthew's Gofpel along

I Pet. V. 13. c-tTa|ot> (patfflit
lit a.VTr.;'Pu-

See Dr. Hammond on t Pet. TI mr *vrn
V. J 3. and on Rev . xviii. *

O ,*TI,c Petrus in Epiftola pnma fub
nomine Babylonis figuraliter K- T".' ** T*"' A<""$' *~

mam figp.ificans. Hieron. DC Vir. F*s " " B"=t?vw t irvKktew, x*i

IJluftr. in voc. Marc. MdifK* o fioj p*. Hift. Eccl. lib.

a Ta & Maxa mMnvtH rot 2 - c - J 5- v^- etiam Valel. ad h.

vji
Cl

with
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with him at Rome, why fhould the Romans have prefled him

fo very earneftly to make an epitome of it? Was it too long,
and did it contain any things that were tedious or fuperfluous ?

The truth is, if St. Mark, or any one elfe, had had St. Mat-

thew's Gofpel at Rome, there would have been no need of St.

Mark's writing.
" If (fays the famous Cardinal Bellarmine*}

tf the Gofpel of St. Matthew had been then at Rome in the

u hands of any of the Chriftians, when St. Mark wrote there,
" he would not have wrote." And one would think they
{hould rather have defired St. Matthew's Gofpel, being wrote

by one that was an eye and ear-witnefs of what he faid. Be-

fides, thofe for whom he wrote, wanted much of the zeal of the

primitive Chriftians; nay, and of that zeal, which Eufebius

fays they had for the Gofpel hiftory, if they did not defire an

account of all that our Lord faid, and did. They would

hardly defire, and be contented with a lefs full, when they

could have a more full and perfect account. I conclude there-

fore, that St. Matthew's Gofpel was not then at Rome, and

confequently that St. Mark did not epitomize, or make any
ufe of it, when he compofed his Gofpel.

a Immo fi tnnc (fell, quando Roma; fuiflet, credibile eft Marcum
Marcus Roms i'cripiit) Evange- fcripturum non fuifle. Bellarm, de

lium Matthaei in manibus fidcliuni Matrimon. Sacr. lib. i. c. 16.

CHAP.
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CHAP. VII.

77jf Second Argument, to prove St, Mark's Gofpel not to be an

Epitome of -St. Matthew' s^ becaufe his Accounts are gene-

rally larger, and contain many more particular Circum-

ftances, than St. Matthew's do. This evidenced by feveral

Injlances.

Arg. II. O!T. Mark's Gofpel is not an abridgement or epitome

of St. Matthew's, becaufefor the moji part his ac-

counts are much more large and
full^

and related with many
more particular circumjlances, than thefame accounts are by <$"/.

Matthew. There is fcarce any one ftory related by both

thefe Evangelifts, in which St. Mark does not add fome con-

fiderable circumftances, which St. Matthew has not j and if

this be fo, I think there can be no more convincing evidence,

that St. Mark did not defign to epitomize St. Matthew: but if

we were to conclude any thing of this nature from comparing
them together, the eonclufion muft be, that St. Matthew in all

thefe parts did defign to abridge St. Mark.

The matter of fa<5t, which I have here afTerted, will eafily

appear to be true to any one, who reads thefe two Gofpels

with this view, and compares them together. To fave the

reader the pains, I have collected fome inftances, and fet them

down in fuch a manner, that by a bare cafting the eye upon

them, the truth of that which I contend for, will fufficiently

appear, viz. that St. Mark is generally larger in his accounts

than St. Matthew.

A Table
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A Table of feveral inflances^ in which St. Mark relates his

Jlories more fully and with more particular circumj}ancest

than St. Matthew.

Tbejlory of the devih cajl into thefwinf.

St. MATTHEW.

Chap. VIII.

Ver. 28. And when he was

come to the other fide, into

the country of the Ger-

gefenes, there met him two

poflefled with devils, coming
out of the tombs, exceeding

fierce, fo that no man might

pafs by that way.

29, And behold they cri-

ed outlaying, What have \ve

to do wiih thee, Jefus, thou

VOL. III.

St. MARK.

Chap. V.

Ver. i. And they came o-

ver unto the other fide of the

fea, into the country of the

Gadarenes.

2. And when he was come

out of the {hip, immediately

there met him out of the

tombs, a man with an unclean

fpirit j

3. Who had his dwelling

among the tombs, and no man
could bind him, no not with

chains.

4. Becaufe that he had

been often bound with fetters

and chains, and the chains

had been plucked afunder by

him, and the fetters broken

in pieces; neither could any
man tame him.

5. And always night and

day he was in the mountains,

and in the tombs, crying and

cutting himfelf with ftones.

6. But when he faw Jefus

afar off, he ran and worlhip-

ped him j

7. And cried with a loud

voice, and faid, What have I

to do with thee, Jefus, thou

O Son
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St. MATTHEW.

Chap. VIII.

Son of God ? Art thou come

hither to torment us, before

the time ?

30. And there was a good

way off from them, an herd of

many fwine feeding.

31. So the devils befought

him, faying, If thou caft us

out, fuffer us to go away into

the herd of fwine.

32. And he faid unto them,

Go; and when they were

come out, they went into the

herd of fwine, and behold the

whole herd of fwine ran vio-

lently down a fteep place into

the fea, and perifhed in the

waters.

33. And they that kept
them fled, and went their

ways into the city, and told

every thing, and what was

befallen to the poflefied of

the devils.

St. MARK.

Chap. V.

Son of the moft high God ?

I adjure thee by God, that

thou torment me not.

8. (For he faid unto him,

Come out of the man, thou

unclean fpirit.)

9. And he afked him,

what is thy name? And he

anfwered, faying, My name is

Legion ; for we are many.
10. And he befought him

much, that he would not fend

them away out of the coun-

try.

n. Now there was there

nigh unto the mountains, a

great herd of fwine feeding.

12. And all the devils be-

fought him, faying, Send us

into the fwine, that we may
enter into them. '

13. And forthwith Jefus

gave them leave, and the un-

clean fpirits went out, and

entered into the fwine, and the

herd ran violently down a

fteep place into the fea, (they

were about two thoufand) and

were choaked in the fea.

14. And they that fed the

fwine fled, and told it in the

city and in the country. And

they went out to fee what it

was that was done.

15. An4. they come to Je-

fus,
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St. MATTHEW.

Chap. VIII.

34. And behold the whole

city came out to meet Jefus ;

and when they faw him, they

befought him, that he would

depart out of their coafts.

St. MARK.

Chap. V.

fus, and fee him that was

poflcfled with the devil, and

had the Legion fitting, and

clothed, and in his right mind,

and they were afraid.

1 6. And they that faw it

told them, how it befel to

him, that was pofiefled with

the devil, and alfo concerning
the fvvine.

17. And they began to

pray him to depart out of

their coafts.

i8j And when he was

come into the fhip, he that

had been poffefied with the

devil, prayed him, that he

might be with him.

19. Howbeit Jefus fuf-

fered him not, but faith unto

him, Go home to thy friends,

and tell them how great

things the Lord hath done for

thee, and hath had compaflion
on thee.

20. And he departed, and

began to publifti in Deca-

polis, how great things Jefus

had done for him ; an'd all

men did marvel.

02
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Thgjlory of the paralytick healed.

St. MATTHEW.

CHAP. IX.

I. And he entered into a

{hip, and pafled over, and

came into his own city.

2. And behold theybrought
to him a man fick of the

palfy,

lying on a bed.

2.. And Jefus feeing

fheir faith, &c.

St. MARK.

Chap. II.

1. And again he entered into

Capernaum, after fome days,

and it was noifed that he was

in the houfe.

2. And ftraightway many
were gathered together, info-

much that there was no room

to receive them, no not fo

much as about the door ; and

he preached the word unto

them.

3. And they come unto

him, bringing one fick of the

palfy,which was borneof four.

4. And when they could

not come nigh unto him for

the prefs, they uncovered the

roof where he was ; and when

they had broken it up, they

let down the bed wherein the

fick of the palfy lay.

5. When Jefus faw their

faith, &c.

YheJJoryofJairus the Ruler ofthe Synagogue*! daughter r~

Jhred to
life.

Chap. IX.

Ver. 1 8. While he fpake

thefe things unto them, be-

hold there came a certain ru-

ler and worfhipped him, fay-

ing, My daughter is even

Chap. V.

Ver. 22, And behold there

cometh. one. of the rulers of

the. fynagogue, Jairus by
name; and when h<; faw hi^
he fell at his feetj

2. And
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'
St. MATTHEW. St. MARK.

Chap, IX.

now dead ; but come and lay

thy hand upon her, and fhe

(hall live.

19. And Jefus arofe and

followed him j and fo did his

difciples.

23. And when Jefus came

into the ruler's houfe, and faw

the people, and the minftrels

making a noife,

24. He faid unto them,

Give place, for the maid is

not dead, but fleepeth. And

they laughed him to fcorn.

Chap. V.

23. And befought him

greatly, faying, My little

daughter lieth at the point of

death : I pray thee come and

lay thy hands on her, that (he

may be healed, and me fliall

live.

24. And Jefus went with

him, and much people fol-

lowed him, and thronged
him.

35. While he yet fpake,

there came from the ruler of

the fynagogue's houfe certain,

which faid, Thy daughter is

dead : why troubleft thou the

mafter any further ?

36. As foon as Jefus heard

the word that was fpoken, he

faith unto the ruler of the fyn-

agogue, Be not afraid, only

believe.

37. And he fuffered no

man to follow him, fave Pe-

ter, and James, and John, the

brother of James.

38. And he cometh to the

houfe of the ruler of the fyna-

gogue, and feeth the tumult,

and tbem that wept and wailed

greatly.

39. And when he was

come in, he faith unto them,

Why make ye this ado, and

weep ? The damfelis notdead,

but fleepeth.

O 3 40. And
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St. MATTHEW.

Chap. IX.

25. But when the people

were put forth, he went in,

and took her by the hand, and

the maid arofe.

26. And the fame hereof

Went abroad into all that land.

St. MARK.

Chap. V.

40. And they laughed him

to fcorn ; but when he had

put them all out, he taketh

the father and the mother of

the damfel, and them that were

with him, and entereth in

where the damfel was lying.

41. He took the damfel by
the hand, and faid, Talitha

Cumi, which is, being inter-

preted, damfel (I fay unto

thee) arife.

42. And ftraightway the

damfel arofe, and walked, for

ihe was of the age of twelve

years ; and they were afto-

nifhed with a great aftonifti-

ment.

43. And he charged them

ftraitly, that no man fhould

know of it, and he commanded

that fomething fliould be given
her to eat.

Tbejlory of the woman healed of the bloody ijjue.

20. And behold, a woman,
which was difeafed with an

iilue of blood twelve years

25. And a certain woman
which had an iflue of blood

twelve years ;

26. And had fuffered many

things of many phyficians, and

had fpent all that {he had, and

was nothing bettered, but ra-

ther grew worfe j

27. When
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St. MATTHEW.

Chap. IX.

came behind him, and

touched the hem of his gar-

ment.

21. For fhe faid within

herfelf, If I may but touch

his garment, I fhall be whole.

22. But Jefus turned him

about, and when he faw her,

he faid, Daughter, be of good
comfort ; thy faith hath made

thee whole: and the woman

was made whole from that

hour.

St. MARK.

Chap. V.

27. When fhe had heard of

Jefus, came in the prefs be-

hind, and touched his gar-

ment.

28. For fhe faid, If I may
but touch his clothes, I fhail

be whole.

29. And ftraightway the

fountain of her blood was dried

up, and fhe felt in her body
that fhe was healed of that

plague.

30. And Jefus immedi-

diately knowing in himfelf,

that virtue had gone out of

him, turned him about in the

prefs, and faid, Who touched

my clothes ?

31. And his difciples faid

unto him, Thou feeft the mul-

titude thronging thee, and

fayeft thou,Who touched me ?

32. And he looked round

about, to fee her that had done

this thing.

33. But the woman fearing

and trembling, knowing what

was done in her, came and

fell down before him, and

told him all the truth.

34. And he faid unto her,

Daughter, thy faith hath made

thee whole j go in peace, and

be whole of thy plague.

O 7be
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TlieJIory of a lay difpojjejffed of a dumb
fpirit,

St. MATTHEW.

Chap. XVII.

14. And when they v/ere

come to the multitude, there

came to him a certain man,

kneeling down to him, and

faying,

15. Lord, have mercy on

my fon, for he is a lunatick,

and fore vexed ; for ofttimes

he falleth into the fire, and

ofc into the water :

1 6. And I brought him to

thy difciples, and they could

not cure him.

17. Then Jefus anfwered,

and faid, Oh faithlefs and per-

verfe generation, how long
fhall I be with you ? How

long {hall I fuffer you r

1

Bring
him hither to me.

St. MARK.

Chap. IX.

17. And one of the multi-

tude anfwered, and faid, M af-

ter, I have brought ur.to thee

my fon, which hath a dumb

fpirit :

1 8. And wherefoever he

taketh him, he teareth him;
and he fcameth, and gnafheth
with his teeth, and pineth a-

way : and I fpake to thy dif-

ciples, that they fhould cad

him out, and they could not.

19. He anfwered him, and

faith, O faithlefs and perverfe

generation, how long fhall I

be with you ? How long fhall

I fuffer you ? Bring him unto

me.

20. And they brought him

unto him, and when he faw

him, flraightway the fpirit

tare him, and he fell on the

ground, and wallowed foam-

ing.

21. And he afked his fa-

ther, How long is it ago, fmce

this came unto him ? And he

faid, Of a child.

22. And ofttimes it hath

caft him into the fire, and into

the water, to deftroy him;
but if thou canft do any thing,

have
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St. MATTHEW.

Chap. XVII.

18. And Jefus rebuked the

devil, and he departed out of

him ; and the child was cured

from that verv hour.

St. MARK.

Chap. IX.

have companion on us, and

help us.

23. Jefus faid unto him,
If thou canft believe, all things

are poffible to him that be-

lieveth.

24. And ftraightway the

father of the child cried out,

and faid with tears, Lord, I

believe, help thou mine unbe-

lief.

25. When Jefus faw that

the people came running to-

gether, he rebuked the foul

fpirit, faying, Thou dumb and

deaf fpirit, I charge theecome

out of him, and enter no more

into him.

26. And the fpirit cried,

and rent him fore, and came

out of him ; and he was as

one dead, infomuch that many
faid, he is dead.

27. But Jefus took him

by the hand, and lifted him

up, and he arofe.

TJjeJiory of the fig-tree curfed by Ckri/I.

Chap. XXI.

18. Now in the morning,

as he returned into the city,

he hungered.

19. And when he faw a

f.g-tree in the way, he came

Chap. XL
12. And on the morrow,

when they were come from

Bethany, he was hungry.

13. And feeing a fig-tree

afar cff, having leaves, he

came,
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St. MATTHEW. St. MARK.

Chap. XXI.

to it,
and found nothing

thereon, but leaves only, and

faid, Let no fruit grow on

thee henceforward for ever ;

and prefently the fig-tre wi-

thered away.

io. And when the difciples

faw it, they marvelled, faying,

How foon is the fig-tree wi-

thered away! -

Chap. XL

came, if haply he might find

any thing thereon ; and when

he came to it, he found no-

thing but leaves, for the time

of figs was not yet.

14. And Jcfus anfwered,

and faid unto it, No man eat

fruit of thee hereafter for

ever. And his difciples heard

it.

20. And in the morning,
as they pafled by, they faw

the fig-tree dried up from the

roots.

21. And Peter calling to

remembrance, faith unto him,

Mafter, behold, the fig-tree,

which thou curfedft, is wi-

thered away.

Thejlory of our Saviour's Difciples preparing a place for cele-

brating the pajfiver.

Chap. XXVI.

17. Now the firft day of

the feaft of unleavened bread,

the difciples came to Jefus,

faying unto him, Where wilt

thou that we prepare for thee,

$p eat the paflbver ?

1 8. And he faid, Go into

the city to fuch a man, and

fay unto him,The mafter faith,

my time is at hand, I will

Chap. XIV.

12. And the firft day of

unleavened bread, when they

killed the paflbver, his difci-

ples faid unto him, Where

wilt thou that we go and pre-

pare, that thou mayeft eat the

paflbver ?

13. And he fendeth forth

two of his difciples, and faith

unto them, Go ye into the

city, and there fhall meet you
a man
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St. MATTHEW. St. MARK.

Chap. XXVI.

keep the paflbver at thy houfe

with my difciples.

19. And the difciples did,

as Jefus had appointed them ;

and they made ready the pafT-

Chap. XIV.

a man bearing a pitcher of

water ; follow him.

14. And wherefoever he

(hall go in, fay ye to the good
man of the houfe, The mafter

faith, Where is the gueft-

chamber, where I fhall eat the

paflbver with my difciples ?

15. And he will {hew you
a large upper room, furnifh-

ed and prepared ; there make

ready for us.

1 6. And his difciples went

forth, and came into the city,

and found as he had faid unto

them ; and they made ready

the paflbver.

By a very curfory and tranfient view of the preceding in-

fiances, every one, who is unprejudiced, will conclude, that St.

Mark could not poffibly defign to abridge St. Matthew, unlefs

abridging and enlarging do figntfy the fame thing. His ac-

counts are fo much fuller, and contain fo many more particular

circumftances, than St. Matthew's do, that to fuppofe his Gof-

pel to be an epitome of St. Matthew's, is fomewhat like fup-

pofmg the whole to be lefs than a part. Nor is it only in the

inftances which have been produced, that St. Mark's relations

are larger than thofe of St. Matthew, but alfo in abundance of

others. It would be tedious to mention all the particular in-

ftances of this nature, efpecially to write them down at length,

as I have done the former ; I (hall therefore only mention a

few, and briefly hint what they are.

ACa-
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A Catalogue offeme otbfr injlances, in which St. Mark adds

more circumftances to his relations, than St. Matthew.

Chap. i. 45. The leper's publifliing what Chrift had done

for him, after his cure.

III. 20, 21. The multitudes following Chrift, his friends

laying hold on him, and charging him with diftra6Hon.

IV, 10. The difciples afldng our Saviour the meaning of

the parable of the fower, when he was alone.

Ver. 36. Several Jhips accompanying our Saviour in his

voyage,

VI. 2. Oar Lord's preaching on the Sabbath-day in his

nun country.

Ver. 5. The particular work our Saviour did in his own

country, viz. healing fome fick.

Ver. 6. His wondering at their unbelief.

Ver. 7. The manner of fending forth the Apoftles, viz. by

two and two.

Ver. 37. The difciples' unwillingnefs to go to buy bread

for the multitude, and the fum it would coft.

Ver. 40. The manner of the multitudes fitting down to be

fed by Chrift.

VII. 24- Our Saviour's deiire to be concealed, but could

not.

VIII. 3. Some of our Lord's difciples came from far.

Ver. 6, 7. The blejfing the feven loaves, and blefling the

fifties, mentioned as done diftinctly and feparately ; St. Mat-

thew joins the bleffing the loaves and fifties both together.

Ver. 14. The difciples had but one loaf.

IX. 10. The three difciples queftioning one with another,

what our Lord meant by rifingfrom the dead.

Ver. 32. The reft of the difciples at a lofs in the fame par-

ticular, and afraid to afk Chrift.

Chap. vl. 14 30. There are the hiftory of John's death, which
v.i.i! pr.rticuhr circumftances in are not mentioned by St. Matthew.

Ver.
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Ver. 44, 48. A further defcription of the torments and

inifery of hell.

X. 15. Chrift's declaring, that they who did not receive

the kingdom of heaven as little children, (hould not enter into

it.

Ver. 32. The difciples afraid, when they were going up to

Jerufalem.

Ver. 49, 50. Chrift's ordering the blind man to be called,

comforting him, his cafting away his garment, and coming <p

Chrift.

XI. 4, 5. A defcription of the place where the colt was

found, and the owners demanding the renfon of the two dif-

ciples, why they took it away.
XII. 32, 33, 34. The Scribe approves what our Lord had

faid, repeats it, makes a juft and ufeful remark upon it : ouf

Saviour approves him, &c.

Ver. 37. The common people take pleafure in hearing
Chrift.

XIII. 3. The names of the Apoftles, who made the en-

quiry concerning the deftruclion of the Temple.
XIV. 3, &c. Several particulars in the ftory of the wo-

man's anointing our Saviour ; fuch as the quality of the oint-

ment, the breaking of the box, the value of the ointment in

money, &c.

Ver. 12. The pafibver was to be killed on the firft day of

unleavened bread.

Ver. 54, 67. Peter fat warming himfelf at the fire.

Ver. 70, Peter faid to be a Galilean.

XV. 7. The crime for which Barabbas was imprifoned.

Ver. 8. The Jews plead their privilege of having a criioii-

nal releafed at the paflbver.

Ver. 25. The precifehour, in which our Saviour was cru?

cified.

Ver. 42. The reafon why Jofeph of Arimathea came on

that day to beg the body of Jefus, viz. becaufc /'/ was tkt fire^

paratiort) i.e. the day before the Sabbath.

Ver. 43. The character and office of Jofeph of Aria-
thea.

vw.
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Ver. 44. Pilate wonders Chrift was Co foon dead. His

enquiring about it.

XVI. i. The defign of Mary Magdalen, and the other

Mary, to embalm the body of Jefus, with ointments they had

bought for that purpofe.

Thefe are fome inftances of circumftances, related by St.

Mark in his hiftories, and not by St. Matthew : a perfon,

that will be at the pains carefully to compare thefe G.ofpels,

with this view, will find many more. But thefe feem to be

fufficient for my prefent purpofe, fufficient to evidence, that

St. Mark did not defign to abridge or epitomize St. Mat-

thew's Gofpel.

CHAP. VIII.

The third Argument^ by which it appears^ that St. Mark's

Gofpel Is not an Epitome of St. Matthew's^ viz. the remark-

able Difagreement there feems to be between thefe two Evan-

geliftsy in feveral Parts of their Gofpels. It is firjl pre-

mifed, that all thefe are reconcileable. Then the particular

Injlances of their Difagreement produced.

Arg. III. CT"HE difagreement which there feems to be between

thefe two Evangeli/ls^ viz. St, Matthew and St.

Mark^ in relating feveral circwnjlances of their hi/lory^ is a

clear and demonjirative evidence^ that St Mark did not abridge
St. Matthew, nor had his Gofpel lying before him, when he

wrote his. To go about to collect the difference of thefe fa-

cred writers, to make them appear as many and as great as

poflible, may feem very ftrange and unneceflary work in one,

who profefTes a value and refpel for them. I think it needful

therefore to premife, that however great and many the differ-

ences may feem to be between thefe two (or indeed between

any of the Evangelifts), yet they have all been happily recon-

ciled,
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ciled, by the labours of ingenious and learned men. Of the

many that have undertaken this matter, there are none who
feem to have been more fuccefsful therein, than Auftin*

among the antients, and the learned Frederick Spanheim
h

among the more late writers. Surprifing difcoverics have

been made in the laft age in this matter, by a further acquaint-
ance with the cuftoms and manners of the Jews, among whom
our Saviour and his Apoftles converfed ; difficulties, which

feemed to be infuperable, have been fometimes
eafily folvcd

by the difcovery of fome particular cuftom, that was among
the Jews at that time ; and thefe difcoveries have been fo

many, and our helps of all forts in this matter fo great, that I

will not be afraid to aflert ; that whatever difagreement may
feem to be between thefe two Evangelifts, or either of the

other, it is capable of a very fatisfying and reafonable fblu-

tion.

This premifed, I fay the difference between St. Matthew

and St. Mark is fo great^ andin fo many injlances, as evidences

almoft to a demonstration, that St. Mark did not collect his

Gofpel out of St. Matthew : I do not now regard the differ-

ence, that is between them, in refpedt of the order of time ,

but in other circum fiances.

I (hall not be at the pains to obfcrve every fmall difference,

which there is between thefe two Evangelifts in their hift(>-

ries. Thefe which are in the following catalogue, will be

fufficient to my prefent purpofe.

A Catalogue offome injlances, in which the accounts of St. Mat-

thew and St. Mark do fec?n to difagree.

The fir ft remarkable inftance we find of any difference be-

tween them, is in the ftory of the miracle, .which our Saviour

wrought, in carting the devils into the herd of fwine, in the

country of the Gadarenes or Gergefenes. The accounts we

" In his book intitled, DC Con-
b In his excellent Diffcrtatlons,

fenfu Evangeli/lanim. which he colls Dubia EvangeJictfy

have,
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have, Matth. viii. 28, &c. and Mark v. I. in which accounts

we mayobferve a difagreement in two particulars.

I. As to the place where the miracle was wrought. .

II. As to the number of perfons difpoffeffed.

1. As to the place or country where the miracle was

wrought, according to St. Matthew, it was when our Savi-

our was landed a"? TW yuf*v TUH rspyewwn, in the country of the

Gergefenes \ fee ch. viii. 28. According to St. Mark, v. I.

and fo St. Luke, viii. 26. it was when our Saviour was come

elf TW %^ TU Tabetwut, into the country of the Gadarenes.

Now thefe were certainly the names of the inhabitants of two

different places, as is very plain from Jofephus, who feveral

times mentions them as fuch. So when he is reckoning up
a

fome of thofe cities, which the Jews had deftroyed in Syria, he

firft mentions their coming to Yif^u, the city of the Gergefene^

and after that Ta-tyoi;, to the city of the Gadarenes. And in

the fame chapter
b
, mentioning the feveral cities, that fell upon

the Jews, who dwelt in them, he names the ra&*fV the Gada-

renes ; and immediately after
c
, reckoning up the cities, that

were kind to the Jews, who dwelt among them, and did not

deftroy them, he mentions the Te^sr.tol the Gergefenes ; for

there can be no doubt but FwaeW and Ttyyiimu were the fame

perfons. The old Syriack interpreter, who was perhaps a na-

tive of this, or fome country near it, perceiving this difference

between the Evangelifts, thought it too great a one to be ad-

mitted into his Verfion, and therefore in St. Matthew, as well

as in St. Mark, tranflates it by the fame word, the country of
the Gadarenes.

2. They differ^
as to the number ofperfons difpojjej/ed. St.

Matthew tells us, they were two, St. Mark mentions only one.

Thefe, though they are not circumftances contrary to each

other, yet arc fo different, that they undeniably prove, that nei-

ther of thefe facred writers could make ufe of the other's Gof-

pe!, in compofing his.

DeBell. Judaic, lib. z. c. 18. c IbiJ. Vid. Suid. ad T^a.
et r/p~, et Lud. Dieu ad Matth.

" Ibid. c. 1 8. ^ 5. viii/z*.

Another
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Another inftance to the fame purpofe, is the ftory of the

daughter of Jairus, the ruler of the fynagogue, being reftored

to life again by our Saviour, told by St. Mark, chap. v. 22,

&c. with circumltances very different from thofe, with which

it is told by St. Matthew, chap. ix. 18. For inftance, ac-

cording to St. Matthew's account, the ruler told our Saviour,

that his daughter *pr mXrJ-nxT-w, was already dead, and defired,

that he would reftore her to life again: but according to St.

Mark, the young woman was not dead, when the ruler came

to our Saviour ; for he onlji fays, 9t/yaTpo y.w E^T; e^n, my
little daughter Iteth at the point of death ; and afterwards,

when our Saviour was going along with him, fome of the fa-

mily came, and tell him, his daughter was actually dead, and

therefore it would be needlefs to give our Saviour any further

trouble.

St. Mark, chap. viii. 10. tells us, that, after the miracle of

multiplying the loaves and the fifties, our Saviour immedi-

ately took (hip, and failed into the parts of Dalmanutha; St.

Matthew, chap. xv. 39. tells us, that in this voyage he went

to the coafts of Magdala.
St. Mark, chap. x. 35, &c, tells us, that the two fons of

Zebedee, James and John, came themfehes with a petition to

our Saviour, that they might be advanced to the higheft places

of dignity in his kingdom ; that our Lord fpoke to them, and

reproved them for their ambition : according to St. Matthew,

chap. xx. 20. not they, but their mother? came with this peti-

tion to Chrift, and he fpake to her.

St. Mark, chap. x. 46. relates the account of our Lord's

rcftoring a blind perfon to his fight, when he was coming out

of Jericho; St. Matthew, chap. xx. 30, &c. tells the very

feme ftory, with moft of the fame circumftances, concerning

two blind perfons.

St. Mark, chap. xii.
9.

in the parable concerning the letting

out of the vineyard, mentions a queftion of our Lord's, viz.

What therefore jball the Lord of the vineyard do ? and makes

him to anfwer it himfelf
-,
on the contrary St. Matthew, chap.

xxi. 40. intimates, that our Lord put this queftion to the

Jews, and tells us, ver. 41. that they made him the anfwer ;

VOL. III. P and
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and fo thofe words are a confefiion extorted from the Jews,
and not the words of Chrift, according to St. Mark.

St. Mark, chap. xiv. 30, and 68, 72. recites our Saviour's

prediction concerning Peter's denial of him, and his adual de-

nying of him, in a very different manner from St. Matthew.

Our Lord tells him, ver. 30. Before the cock crow twice
^
thou.

jhalt deny me thrice ; and accordingly St. Mark tells us, ver.

68, &c. that he denied him once, and then the cock crowed ;

denied twice afterwards, and -the cock crowed again : on the

other hand, according to St. Matthew, our Saviour told him

(chap. xxvi. 34.) that he {hould deny him three feveral times,

before the cock {hould crow at all ; and accordingly, he makes

him
actually to deny Chrift three, times, before the cock

crew. See ver. 69 74.
St. Mark, chap. xv. 23. tells us, that when our Saviour

was upon the crofs, they gave him to drink, wine mingled with

myrrh ; according to St. Matthew (chap, xxvii. 34.)? that

which they gave him to drink, was "vinegar mingled with

gall

St. Mark faith, the fuperfcription on the crofs was this,

THE KING OF THE JEWS ; chap. xv. 26. According
to St. Matthew it was thus, THIS IS JESUS THE KING
OF THE JEWS ; chap, xxvii. 37.

St. Mark, chap. xv. 34. gives us our Saviour's dying words

upon the crofs, all in Syriack or Syro-Chaldaick, viz. Eloit

Eloi) lama Sabaflthani ; which was the language of the coun-

try,
and that in which our Saviour fpake

a
. On the other

hand St. Matthew puts down thefe words, partly in pure He-

brew, and partly in Syriack, Eli, Eli, lama Sabaffthani ; chap,

xxvii. 46.

Thefe are fome of thofe inftances, in which thefe two Evan-

gelifts differ j there are feveral other fuch to be found. But

as there is not any one, which will not admit a very reafon-

able reconciliation i fo I think there is fcarce any one of them,

* See the Syriack Iranflation of word Lemono infterul of Lamd-, yet
Mark xv. 34. Inftead of Eli, Eli, there is no doubt but Lama or Lo~

he renders it Eloi, Eloi, us it is in MO was a \\ry~ proper Chaldaick

St. Mark. And though he u ft the word.

but
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but is of itfelf fufficient to prove, that neither of thefe Gofpels
was tranfcribed from the other. How can St. Mark be fup-

pofed to have had St. Matthew's Gofpel lying before him, and

to have made that (as Mr. Whifton would have it) his alnnft

only gulde^ when he differs in fo many particulars from him ?

I defire Mr. Whifton, and thofe who are of the fame opinion

with him in this matter, to confider this argument impar-

tially j and to tell us, if it be poffible, what thofe reafons were,

which made St. Mark differ fo much from St. Matthew in his

accounts, when he had his Gofpel lying before him at the time

of his writing. Were not St. Matthew's accounts juft and

true, and expreffed as they ought to have been ? This cannot

be fuppofed. One infpired writer certainly never entertained

fuch thoughts of another. Or did St. Mark make thefe dif-

ferences with defign to prevent any fufpicions men might

have, that his Gofpel was not his own, but borrowed, and

made out of another ? Indeed if this had been the cafe, he

could not have taken a better method to have accompli/lied

his end. One would have thought, that fueh and fo many
differences, would have effectually fcreened and protected his

Gofpel from fuch a charge. But far be it from us, to have

any fuch thoughts of an infpired writer. Until therefore it be

{hewn, how it could come to pafs, that there fhould be fo many
different circumftances in the accounts of St. Matthew and

St. Mark, when the latter is fuppofed to have made ufe of the

Gofpel of the former in compofing his, I muft conclude he

did not make ufe of it at all. I own indeed there is one me-

thod fuppofeable, by which we may account for thefe differ-

ences between St. Matthew and St. Mark, though the latter

did make ufe of the former's Gofpel. The method I mean,

is that which Mr. Whifton has taken to reconcile their difa-

greement as to the order of time, viz. Suppofzng our prefent co-

pies corrupted in all thefe places^ where they differ in other cir-

cumjlanceS) as Mr. IVhljlan does fuppofe them to be in all thefe

places^ where they disagree as to time. But it being certain,

that no fuch corruption ever happened to the facred text of

either St. Matthew or St. Mark, it ftill remains unaccount-

able, how thefe differences fhould have happened between

P 2 them,
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them, fuppofing the one to have made ufe of the other's Gof-

pel. Hence it was juftly argued by Mr. Dodwell a
j
" That

" the later Evangelifts did not fee the writings of the former;
a for if they had, it is impoflible there fhould have been fo

"
many feeming contradictions, which have exercifed the

" minds of learned men almoft ever fince the firft conftitu-

" tion of the Canon." To the fame purpofe fays Mr. Le
Clerc b

;
" It is not credible that Mark or Luke had feen the

"
Gofpel according to St. Matthew, who otherwife would

" have avoided all feeming clafhings."

CHAP. IX.

Thefourth Argument, to prove St. Mark's Gsfyel is not an

Epitome of St. Matthew's^ viz. becaufe it has a great many

HiftarieS) which are not in St. Matthew. A Catalogue of
them. The fifth Argument^ viz. that it wants feveral re-

markable Hijiories.

Arg. IV. O T. Mark's Gofpel is not an epitome of St.

O Matthew's, becaufe he hath relatedfeveral very

confiderable hi/lories^ of which there is not tht
leajl

mention made

by St. Matthew. I have already proved
15

, that he does, for

the moft part, add many more particular circumftances to his

ftories, than St. Matthew. I mall now (hew, that he relates

feveral entire hiftories, which St. Matthew does not j not only
a few additions which St. Peter informed him o/"(as Mr. Whif-
ton d

fuppofes), but many remarkable and ufeful ftories. This

1 Ut ne quidem refciverint ingenia exercuerint. DifTert. i. in

recentirts Evangeiiibs, quid fcrip- Ircn. . 39.
fiflfent de iifdem rebus antiqui^rts 5

b In his third DifTcrtation, con-

aliter forer, nc tot efTent >Ti5<pv?, cerning the Four Gofpels, aruitxed

quae fere a j>rima ufque Canonis to his Harmony.
conftkutione truditoium hominum c Ch. 7.

* P. 191.

obfervation
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obfervation will be diffidently fupported by the following in-

ftances.

A Catalogue offeme hijiories in St. Mark''s Gofpei^ which are

not in St. Matthew.

Chap. I. 21, &c. The hiftory of our Saviour's cafting the

unclean fpirit out of the man, in the fynagogue at Caper-
naum.

Ver. 35, &c. The account of our Lord's retiring to a foli-

tary place to pray, and Peter and many others following him.

Ch. III. 13, &c. Our Saviour's going up to a mountain to

pray, there firft choofing his twelve difciples ; their names,

commiffion, office, &c.

Ch. IV. 26, &c. The parable of the kingdom of heaven

coming without obfervation.

Ch. VI. 12, 13. The Difciples going out to preach, caft-

ing out devils, recovering many that were fick, by anointing

with oil.

Ver. 30, &c. The Apoftles' report of their fuccefs, &c.

Ch. VII. 2, &c. The Pharifees obferve our Lord's Difci-

ples eating with unwafhen hands, and the cuftom of the Jews
in this matter, ver. 3, 4.

Ver. 32, &c. The miracle of the deaf and dumb perfon be-

ing reftored to his hearing and fpeech.

Ch. VIII. 22, &c. The hiftory of a blind perfon reftored

to his fight at Bethfaida.

Ch. IX. 14, 15. The Difciples' difpute with the Scribes,

and Chrift's enquiry into it.

Ver. 33, &c. The Difciples' difpute among themfelves by

the way, who mould be the greateft.

Ver. 38, &c. The ftory of John's forbidding a perfon to

caft out devils in the name of Chrift, with Chrift's difcourfe

to John thereupon.

Ch. X. 10, &c. The Difciples' enquiry about the bufmefs

of divorce.

Ch. XII. 41, &c. Our Saviour's obferving the money caft

into the treafury, the widow's mite, &c.

P 3 Ch.
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Ch. XIV. 51, 52. The account of the young man, that

appeared naked with a linen cloth about his body, at the time

when our Saviour was taken.

Ch. XVI. 9, &c. Chrift's firft appearance, after his refur-

re&ion, to Mary Magdalen.
Ver. 12. His appearing to the two Difciples, on the road.

Thefe fcveral hiftories (befides a great many particular cir-

cumftancts already mentioned) are in St. Mark, and not in

St. Matthew ; which certainly never would have been, if he

had defigned his Gofpel only for an abridgment of St. Mat-

thew's. It is a thing unufual
; nay, I believe I may venture

to fay, it is a thing which never has been known, for an epi-

tomizer to make fuch large additions to the hiftory, which he

abridges. St. Mark's Gofpel therefore is not an epitome of

St. Matthew's.

Arg. V. Perhaps, on the other hand, it may add to the im-

probability of St. Mark's Gofpel being an epitome of St. Mat-

thew's, that there arefeveral things ^vanting in zY, and notfs
much as hinted at^ which are in St. Matthew. He that un-

dertakes to epitomize a hiftory, ought not to omit any confi-

derable part of it. Now it is evident, that St. Mark has not

the leaft remote regard to many of the parts of St. Matthew's

Gofpel. As near as I can guefs, St. Matthew is about one

fourth part larger than St. Mark, and thofe things in which he

is larger are fome fermons and difcourfes of our Lord, efpe-

cially the Sermon on the Mount; befides, St. Mark entirely

omitteth the genealogy, and the birth of Chrift with all its

circumftances. There are alfo two or three miracles, men-

tioned by St. Matthew, and not by St. Mark. Now if St.

Mark had St. Matthew's Gofpel lying before him, and de-

figned to make an abridgment of it, it is ftrange he fhould en-

tirely omit, and not fo much as flightly mention thefe things.

He could not think that, which an infpired writer had penned,

not worthy his notice j if therefore he had had St. Matthew

by him when he wrote, it is reafonable to fuppofe he would

have mentioned thefe things, though he had omitted fome cir-

cumftances, and done it more briefly. If any perfon were

now to make an epitome of St. Matthew, and were in this

refpedt
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refpect to make it like St. Mark's, I am fure every one would

blame it, as not duly done. Mr. Whifton has made an epi-

tome of the Gofpel hiftory ; and it is no compliment at all,

nor a chara&er fo great, as that ingenious performance de-

ferves, to fay,
it is a much better epitome of the Gofpels (not

only in this refpect, but many others) than St. Mark's Gofpel

is of St. Matthew's. A juft epitomizer (hould have at leaft

the general heads of the hiftory, which he abridges, in his epi-

tome ; St. Mark has not fo much as this, and therefore Fa-

ther Simon hath reafoned very juftly on this matter a
; "It is,

"
fays he, worth obferving, that St. Mark cannot pafs for a

ct
fimple abbreviator of St. Matthew, becaufe he infifts more

" at large, than he doth in fome places ; befides, if he had only
" a defign to publifh an epitome of St. Matthew's Gofpel,

he would not have taken away the entire genealogy of Je-
" fus Chrift, which makes one of the moft principal parts of

<l
it : it is not the cuftom of thofe that epitomize the works

" of others, to retrench the moft confiderable part of them."

a Critic. Hiilor. of the New Teft. Par, i. c. 10. p. 89.

CHAP.
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CHAP. X.

Tlie fixth Argument^ to prove St. Mark's Go/pel is not an Epi-
tome of St. Matthew's, viz. becaufe that Suppofition makes its

Infpiration more dubious and uncertain ; it makes the Author

look like a Plagiary. Tiuo Objections againjl this Argument

anfuiered. The feventh Argument^
the juppoftng this Go/pel

an Epitome detraffsfrom its Honour and
Ufefulnefs. Spi-

noza and Father Simon for this reafon ajjert mojl of the

Books of the Old Tejiament, to be only Epitomes ^
made out of

Records that are
loft. LAjlly^ the fappofwg this Gofpel an

Epitome^ invalidates in a great Meafure its Tf/timony to the

Truth of Chrijiianity. The Evangelifts did not fee one an-

other's
Gofpels.,

Arg. VI. OT. Mark's Gofpel is not an epitome or abridg-O ment of St. Matthew's j becaufe the fuppofmg
it to be fo, makes its inspiration more dubious and uncertain.

That this Gofpel (as well as the other hiftorical books, which

are received into the Canon of the Old and New Teftament)
was wrote under the conduct and immediate influences of the

divine Spirit, is what I muft at prefent take for granted. Mr.

Whifton, when he wrote the propofition, which I am now

endeavouring to difprove, believed the writers of the Gofpel

hiftory to be infyired* ; and therefore it is not at all neceflary

I fhould now undertake the proof of this matter. There is

only one thing I would offer to Mr. Whifton's confideration

on this head, and that is, that many of the moft antient and

genuine writers of the Chriftian Church (fuch as Mr.Whifton

himfelf reckons moft valuable) give us abundant evidence that

they believed, nay, and fometimes exprefsly make mention of,

the infpi ration of the Gofpel hiftory ".

a P. 112. and many others, who lived not
b In this number are Clemens much latu than them.

Romanus, Irenxus, Juitin Martyr,

Taking
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Taking it then for granted, that St. Mark's Gofpel was

wrote under the conduct of the divine Spirit, it is not reafon-

able to fuppofe it to be an epitome of St. Matthew ; to be an

epitomizer, and to be under the immediate influence of the

Holy Spirit, feems to be a little inconfiflent. For if, as Mr.
Whifton fays, St. Matthew's Gofpel^ lying before him, was his

guide in writing his hi/lory^ what need was there of the infpi-

ration and guidance of the Spirit ? If he had St. Matthew's

Gofpel lying before him, why could he not, without any im-

mediate influences from Heaven, tranfcribe out of it, here a

piece, and there a piece, of the hiftory, where he had a mind ?

a perfon endowed with the common and ordinary powers of

nature, if he were but able to read, might have made as good,

nay I may venture to fay a much better epitome of St. Mat-

thew's Gofpel, than this of St. Mark's is fuppofed to be. For

my part, I freely own, that if it could be proved, that St.

Mark made St. Matthew's Gofpel, lying before him, his main

guide in writing his hiftory, I fhould very much queftion

whether he were infpired at all or no. The little neceflity

there was for infpiration, or the influences of the Spirit, to

aflift a perfon in tranfcribing another man's book, is a fuffi-

cient argument, there was no infpiration at all. I conclude

therefore, upon the fuppofition of St. Mark's Gofpel being in-

fpired, that it was not tranfcribed or extracted out of St. Mat-

thew's.

Befides, to argue further upon the fame fuppofition, how
odd does it found to hear a Chriftian fay;

" the Holy Spirit
"

infpired one perfon to write a hiftory, and then infpired an-
" other perfon to abridge it ? The Holy Spirit thought fit at

"
firft to have fo much wrote, but then afterwards, that it

" fhould not be quite fo much." This is to make the Holy

Spirit to cut off the fuperfluities of his own works. But this

is an abfurdity fo great, that no one fure will be willing to de-

fend j and yet defended it muft be, and certainly true it is, if

St. Mark be an epitome of St. Matthew.

It may indeed be objected here, that the fame difficulty at-

tends the account I have given out of the antients, of the ori-

ginal manner of St. Mark's writing, as does attend the fuppo-

fition
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fition of his being an epitomizcr. It may be kid; infpiration

was as little neceflary to St. Mark writing from St. Peter's

mouth, as tranfcribing out of St. Matthew's Gofpel.

To this, I think, it is fufficient to anfwer, that, if the ac-

count that has been given be true, viz. that St. Mark wrote

what he heard St. Peter preach, the infpiration muft be rather

fuppofed in St. Peter, than in St. Mark, who was only as his

fcribe or amanuenfis ; and fo no more was required of him",

than faithfully to write down, what St. Peter told him. Hence

Eufebius tells out of Clemens Alexandrinus, that, when St.

Mark had wrote down, what he had heard St. Peter preach,

St. Peter, a7rcxaX^-4'a)
'T0 ' ftlru TS vzmvfj.ez'ro , by the injligation of

the Holy Spirit^ approved and confirmed this
Gofpel, for the

ufe

of the Churches*.

Arg. VII. St. Mark's Gofpel is not an epitome of St.

Matthew's, becaufe the fuppofmg it to be fo, detraftsfrom its

honour^ and ufefulnefs.
The enemies of revealed religion may

many ways improve fuch a concefllon, to the lefiening the

juft
efteem we ought to have for this facred Book. To fay

this Gofpel is only an abridgment of another, makes it liable

to the opprobrious charge of being ftolen, and its author to

the black name of being a plagiary. An epitome indeed of

another perfon's work, known and owned to be fuch, is not

in the leaft liable to this charge ; but for a perfon to tran-

icribe the greateft part of another's book, to publifh it in the

world under his own name, Without the leaft hint or intima-

tion, that he did make ufe of that other perfon's book, though
he have the beft ends and defigns in his work, will be looked

upon as a fort of pious fraud. This is not only, what might
be reafonably imagined and fuppofed, but has been really mat-

ter of fa6l. For as long fmce as the latter end of thefourth

century (in Jerome's time), Ruffinus plainly called it religiofum

furtunij a religious theft ; and Pighius, a great advocate for

a Hift. Eccl. lib. 2. 0.15. I taking of St. Mark. VJd. lib. 6.

own indeed, Eufebius, citing this c. 14. For the reconciliation of
account of Clemens in another which difference, I fhall only refer

place, feems to make it contrary to the reader to Valefius's notes on

this, as though St. Peter did neither the place laft cited.

encourage nor difcourage this under -

Popery
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Popery in the beginning of the Reformation, mightily pleafed

himfelf with thefe words of Ruffinus, defigning, fays my au-

thor Chemnitius
a
, thereby to lejjen the authority of the Scrip-

ture. Hence Spinoza and Father Simon (who were two as

true enemies, as ever the facred volume met with) have en-

deavoured to perfuade us, that the feveral books of the Old

Teftament, are only exiraSls and abridgments of fame larger

records. The former (Spinoza), after he had largely endea-

voured to prove, that the five books of the law were not wrote

by Mofes, but a long time afterwards, and alfo that the fuc-

ceeding hiftories of Jofhua, Judges, Ruth, Samuel I. and II.

the books of Kings I. and II. were wrote a great many ages

after the perfons, who are mentioned in them, were dead,

concludes they were all wrote by Ezra^ and that they are only

epitomes or abridgments offame larger records^ which he made

life of
b
. The fame alfo is his opinion concerning the books

of the Prophets ;
" When, fays he, I clofely confider the

" books of the Prophets, I perceive the prophecies, which are

ct contained in them, were collected out of other books ; and
" that they are not in the fame order, in which they were faid

'* or wrote by the Prophets, &c. Wherefore thefe books are

'i
only fcraps and fragments of the Prophets ." Father Si-

mon's opinion, and his conjectures to fupport it, are fo very
like thofe of Spinoza, that there can be no doubt but he bor-

rowed his hints (however, the greateft part of them) from

him; he tells us exprefsly
d
,
" That it evidently appears, that

^ the moft part of the Holy Scriptures, that are come to us
" are but abridgments and fummaries of antient acts, which
" were kept in the regiftries of the Hebrews." It is very eafy

Pighius deleftatur Ruffini ver- c Cum ad lios (fell. Prophetas)
his, qui Evangelium Marci vocat attendo, video Prophetias, quae in

rcligiofum furtum ; ut, fcilicet, eo iis continentur, ex aliis libris col-

ficiiius Scripturac auftoritatena pof- Itftas fuifle
; neque in hifce eodem

ii t extenuare. Chemnit. Exam. Con- ordine femper deicribi, quo ab ipfis
cil. Trident. Par. i. De Script. Prophetis diftae vel

fcriptse fuerunt.

Evangeliit. Quare hi libri non nifi fragnaenta
,

b Traftat. Theolog. Polit. c. 8. Prophetarum i'unt. c. 10.

& c. 9. Hefdras (eum pro prasdic-
d Critic. Hift. of the Old Tcft.

torum librorurn fcriptore habebo) B. I. c. 2.

non aliud fecit, quam hiftorias ex

eiiverfis icriptoribus colligere.

to
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to perceive, the defign of thefe gentlemen in this their opinion,

was to lefTen the value and authority of the facred Scriptures ;

the former, that he might banifh at once all revealed religion

out of the world ; the latter, that he might advance the ho-

nour of the Church and priefthood, to which he belonged.
And indeed the method now mentioned, feems to have a very
natural and direct tendency to the end they aimed at. It is

impoflible to have the fame value for the facred Books, which

we cught to have, if we believe them to be only extracts out

of fome records and re;iftries, that we know nothing of.

There is indeed this difference between the opinion of Spi-

noza and Father Simon,, concerning the books of the Old

Teftament, and the common one of St. Mark's being an epi-

tome of St. Matthew, that they fuppofe the original records,

out of which the books of the Old Teftament were taken, are

all loft, but the book, out of which St. Mark was taken, we
have ftill ; this indeed is true, but let it be confidered, that

this difference makes them more necefiary and ufdul, and St.

Mark lefs fo. As there could not be any very good reafon,

which could induce St. Mark, to make an abftra6l of St. Mat-

thew's Gofpel (as has been in part argued already"), fo it

could not be (if a mere abridgment) of any great ufe, when it

was made. Upon what grounds could St. Mark believe his

rpitome would be more ufeful than St. Matthew's original ?

An epitome of a hiftory, every particular part whereof is ab-

folutely neceflary to be known by all thofe, who could know

them, would be but of very little ufe to them, that either had

or could procure the original.

Laftly, The fuppofing St. Mark's Gofpel to be an epitome

of St. Matthew, does in a great meafure invalidate^ and fit

afide his tejlimony to the truth of the Gojpel hijiory. If his

Gofpel be taken out of St. Matthew's, then it is evident, that

his teftimony depends upon, and confcquently amounts to no

more, than the Angle teftimony of St. Matthew. It is true

indeed, that an account of a matter of facl, attefted by one

credible and duly qualified witnefs, is fufficient to fatisfy any

1
Pag. 54-

reafonable
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reafonable and unprejudiced mind, and confequently one of

the Gofpels would have been enough, to have rendered thofe,

who rejected Chriftianity, inexcufable ; yet fince men's minds

are naturally fo corrupt, the more evicfiace and teftimonies

we have, the more ftrong and confirmed our faith is like to

be, and we have greater probability of convincing unbeliever?.

Now, as has been faid, if St. Mark's Gs-.pel be taken out of

St. Matthew's, it is of no ufe nor fervice in this refpecl. But

on the other hand, if we receive the account we have from all

antiquity, that he wrote his Gofpel from the mouth of St. Pe-

ter ; we have another very good evidence for the truth of

Chriftianity, even the teftimony of one, who was continually

with our Saviour, from the beginning of his publick miniftry

till his afcenfion.

Now from all that has been faid, I hope it is very reafon-

able to conclude, that St. Mark's Gofpel is not an epitome of

St. Matthew's. If the accounts we have from antiquity be of

any value, that he wrote it at Rome from St. Peter's mouth j

if he relates the fame ftories much larger than St. Matthew

does ; if he relates the fame accounts with very different, and

feemingly contrary circumftances to thofe of St. Matthew's ;

if he gives us an account of feveral very confiderable things,

which St. Matthew does not fo much as hint at; if he omits

feveral confiderable hiftories ; if the fuppofing this Gofpel an

epitome, makes its infpiration more dubious and uncertain,

and invalidates its teftimony to the truth of Chriftianity ; if

all thefe things are fo, then there can be nothing more reafon-

able, than to conclude, that St. Mark's Gofpel is not an epi-

tome of St. Matthew's.

I might, if it were neceflary, carry this matter fomewhat

further, and make it at leaft probable, that neither of the three

Evangelifts (St. Matthew, St. Mark, or St. Luke) had fo

much as feen the Gofpel of the other, when he himfelf wrote.

For had either of them feen the Gofpel of the other, it is very

probable they would not have gone about to write, the fams

things, which were wrote before : and hence it is very obferv-

able that St. John, who (as will appear hereafter) fawthe Gof-

pels of the other three, dyes not relate the fame fats, which

he
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he faw the other three had done before him. I am partly be-

holden to Mr. Le Clerc a for this obfervation, and partly to

the learned Mr. Dodwell b
, who endeavours alfo by feveral

other arguments, to prove the point I am now contending for.

Upon the whole, that which is moft probable, is, that the

Evangelifts, who were fcattered up and down the earth, into

very diftant countries, to preach the Gofpel ; by the felicita-

tion and importunity of thofe whom they converted, were pre-

vailed upon to write down the fubftance of what they had

preached to them ; in which good undertaking, God by his

Spirit was pleafed to aflift them, keeping them from all error,

leading them (according to his promife, John xvi. 13.) into all

truth )
and bringing (as our Saviour had foretold he fhould do,

John xiv. 26.) all things to their remembrance, whatfoever he

hadfaid unto them.

CHAP. XI.

If it be allowed that St. Mark did epitomize St. Matthew, it

will not from thence
folloiVy

that our prefent Copies of St.

, Matthew are mifplaced, and contrary to the Order
^ originally

intended by the Evangelift.

SINCE
then St. Mark did not make ufe of St. Matthew's

Gofpel in compiling of his, it is very evident, that Mr.

Whifton hath failed in his main proofj in what he calls his

*
Quoi qu'ils rfaient pas vu les fuiffe vifos Evangeliilas vel exinde

ecrits les uns des autrcs : car ils fufpicio eit, quod primo illi pnedi-
ii'auroient pas redit ce qu'ils au- cattonis anno res geftas duntaxut e-

roient vu avoir etc public avant narrent
j reliquorum annorum Paf-

cux, lurtout par des Apotres. Auffi chatumque mcmoriam folus coiifer-

re;narque-t-on que St. Jean, qui a vavit S. Joannes Evan^elifta : unde
vu fans doute les autres Evangiles, poffet quis fortafie colligere, vifa

a evite de redire les memes chofes. efle ab eo et probata, fuppletaque
See his French Teft. at Luk. i. i. deceflbrum Evangelia. Diffeitat.

k Scd et reliquos ab invicem non i. inlren. . 39. .

mo/f
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nwft authentick evidence, and mo/I convincing argument^ to

prove, that theformer part of St. Matthew*s Gofpel in our pre-

fent copies is very much mifplaced, contrary to the method ori-

ginally intended by the Evangelift. But

II. If it were to be granted that, St. Mark did abridge St.

Matthew, yet it would by no means follow, that our prefent

copies of St. Matthew's Gofpel are not in their true andfirjl in-

tended order. Let us then fuppofe St. Mark's Gofpel to be

an epitome, and confider how Mr. Whifton* does argue upon
that fuppofition.

u
If, fays he, St. Mark was the epitomizer

** of St. Matthew, and had his hiftory before him, when he
" wrote his own ; it will follow, that either that copy of St.

"Matthew, which he made ufe of, was in a different order,
" from that which we now have (in the chapters under confi-
"

deration) ; or elfe that he knew the order of his copy to be
"
wrong, and contrary to the original one, and fo reduced it in

" his epitome to the true and regular feries of events, which
" he learned from St. Peter. Now either of thefe is fufficient

" for my prefent purpofe ; for it is evident that St. Mark does
l< not obferve the order of the prefent copies of St. Matthew
"
(whom he epitomizes), in that part we are fpeaking of. &c."

This is Mr. Whifton's arguing; but, with fubmiflion to

fo great a judgment, I think it is very far from being conclu-

five, as will very evidently appear by the following confidera-

tion; viz. St. Mark making ufe of a copy of St. Matthew's

Gofpel, which was exactly the fame with our prefent copies

of that Gofpel, might deviate and recede from St. Matthew's

order, and yet not believe that order to be wrong, and contrary

to the original one intended by St. Matthew. Mr. Whifton

has here very artificially joined two things together, as the

fame, which are certainly different. To be wrong in
refpecl of

the order of time, and to be contrary to the original copyy are cer-

tainly two things very diftin&. St. Mark's being fuppoftd

an epitome of St. Matthew's, proves indeed the former, viz.

that he believed St. Matthew not to have obferved the order

of time in every particular, but not the latter. Why might he

P. 102.

not.
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not, even having St. Matthew's Gofpel lying before him,

fometimes relate his hiftories in a different order from that of

St. Matthew ? He might eafily perceive it was not St. Mat-

thew's defign (as indeed it was not his own in every parti-

cular inftance), to relate all things exactly in the order, in

which they came to pafs ; and therefore might, if at any time

he faw juft occafion, recede from his order. Certainly this

is a much more reafonable fuppofition, than that our prefent

copies of St. Matthew are fo much confufed and difordered.

For making the matter more clear, I would illuftrate my ar-

gument by the following example.

Let us fuppofe, that, when Lucius Florus made his abridg-

ment of Livy's Hiftory, there were feveral branches of it,

which were not placed by Livy exactly according to the order

of time, in which they came to pafs, but interfperfed up and

down in the hiftory, as the circumftances required. Let us

fuppofe further, that Florus in his epitome had taken every

one of thefe particulars, and placed them according to the moft

exa& order of time, in which they came to pafs. Are we un-

der any neceflity of concluding, either that Florus knew his

copy of Livy to be wrong, and contrary to the original one,

or that the copies of Livy are fmce corrupted and difordered ?

By no means. Now this is exactly the cafe here, and there-

fore I conclude, that although* St. Mark did make ufe of St.

Matthew's Gofpel in writing his, yet it dues not follow, that

our prefent copies of St. Matthew are confufed and mifplaced.

CHAP.
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CHAP. XII.

1'he particular Branches of St. Matthew's Gofpel, which Mr.

Whifton fuppofes mifplaced. Four Propofitions for the difco-

vering the true Order of Time in the Gofpel Hijlory. Se-

veral of thofe Branches ^vhich Mr. Whifton fuppofes mif-

placed, are jofarfrom that, that they are in the exacJ Order

of Time, in which they came to pafs. Injlances of this pro-

duced,

IN
the following pages

a Mr. Whifton proceeds to (hew,
which thofe feveral branches or periods of St. Matthew's

Gofpel are, which he fuppofes mifplaced in our prefent copies,

and contrary to the order, originally intended by the Evan-

gelift. They are contained in that part of the hiftory, which

is from the twenty-third verfe of the fourth, to the end of tht

thirteenth chapter.

For the ufe of thofe, who may not have Mr. Whifton's

book, I thought it proper particularly to fet them down ; that

the reader hiinfejf may, from the rules hereafter laid down,

judge concerning thofe, which I do not particularly coniider.

The periods of St Matthew's Gofpel, which ^ according to Mr.

WLifton, are mifplaced in our prefent copies.

1. The Sermon near the mount, in the fifth, fixth, and

feventh chapters ; together with fome verfes at the end of the

fourth, and part of the eighth chapter belonging thereto.

2. The voyage to the Gergefenes, towards the end of the

eighth chapter.

3. The healing of the paralytick, the calling of Levi, his

feaft, and the difcourfe at it, in the former part of the ninth

chapter.

4. The healing Jairus's daughter, with the woman that

" P. 103, 104., &c.

VOL. III. had
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had the flux of blood in the way thither, of two blind men as

he went thence, and of a dumb demoniac juft afterwards j to-

wards the conclufion of the ninth chapter.

5. The million and inftruclion of the twelve Apoftles, in

the tenth chapter.

6. The meflage from John in prifon, with our Saviour's

anfwer, and the following difcourfes, in the eleventh chapter.

7. The vindication of the difciples plucking the ears of

corn, with the healing the withered hand on the Sabbath, and

Chrift's avoiding the defigns againft him, in the beginning of

the twelfth chapter.

8. The healing a blind and dumb man, and Chrift's vin-

dication of himfelf from the imputation of cafting out devils

by Beelzebub, with many difcourfes and parables following, in,

the reft of the twelfth, and almoft the whole thirteenth chap-

ter.

9. The cure of the leper, juft after the Sermon on the

mount.

10. The cure of Peter's wife's mother, towards the middle

of the eighth chapter.

1 1 . Chrift's anfwer to two, that were ready to follow him,

fucceeding the former.

12. His coming the fecond time to Nazareth, in the end of

the thirteenth chapter.

Thefe are the twelve branches of St. Matthew's Gofpel,

every one of which Mr. Whifton fuppofes to be mifplaced,

and put, in our prefent copies, out of their true and originally

intended order. Any one that confiders thefe feveral branches,

their number, fize^ &c. will be furprized to find fuch difor-

ders here, and not fo much as one fmgle diforder in all the

other part of this, or either of the other Gofpels. But of this

I fhall fay more hereafter. My bufmefs now fhall be to con-

fider the matter 6f fact, viz. whether thefe feveral periods are

mifplaced, or not. In order to the more clear difcuffing of

which queftion, I ihall lay d.own the following propofi-

tions.

Prop.



CHAP', xn. of St. Matthew's Gofpel. 91

Prop. I. Sometimes each of the three Evangelijis, Sf. Mat-

thew, St. Mark, and St. Luke, have related matters in a dif-

ferent order of time yfrom that in which they came to pafs.

That feveral portions of St. Matthew's Gofpel are not

now according to the order of time, in which the things came

to pafs, is, I think, agreed by all, except the whimfical Ofi-

ander, and after him Moiineus, and Codomannus. That St.

Luke did not defign in all things to obferve the order of time,

has been already proved
a
. That St. Mark did not is alfj evi-

dent, becaufe he in feveral particular inftances agrees with

the order of St. Luke, which is not the order of time, as has

been already hinted, and will more fully appear hereafter.

II. The principal and almojl only methods of discovering, whe-

ther any particular matter be in its proper order
ofti?ne,

or not,

in the Gofpel Hijlory, are thefe two, viz.

1. By confidering the phrafes of tranjition or connexion, by?

which it is joined, either to that which precedes, or that which

follows it, or both.

2. By comparing it with the fame hijlory3 in one or more of

the other Gofpcls.

This is fufliciently evident to any one, who has in the

.Jeaft confide- red the harmony of the Gofpels. Sometimes

there are indeed fome circumftances in the ftory itfelf, which

infallibly direct us, where it is to be placed ; but this is what

happens but very rarely in the Gofpel hiftory.

III.
c
fhe pbrafcs, by which the Evangelifts do connect one

Jlory or
aifcourfe to another, are very often fuch, as do not at all

imply an immediatefuccejjkn, in point of time, to that which pre-

cedes it in the hijlory.

For the proof cf this, I need only refer the reader, to what

has been already faid above, Ch. V. and defire him withal

to confider, that the phrafes or notes I mean, are fuch as thefe;

M.O.I tyiteTo' iouv oi' xal sX&i-V tzefwa.ruf $t' ttctl Kitaj TO r^tx*' &C.

and it came to pafs ; and Jefus feeing ; and Jefus coming ; as

he ^valked t and opening his mouth ; &c . Thefe are evidently

fuch, as can be no way notes of the order of time. I would

8 P. 30, &c.'

Q.2 only
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only obferve here further, that fuch as thefe are generally the

phrafes, that cor.ned the parts of the Gofpel hiftory.

IV. On the other hand, fometimes two Jiories or difcourfes

are connecled byfuch a phrafe^ as does necej/arily imply the im-

mediate fuccejjion of one to the other , in point of time.

This will be evident by mentioning a few of them : they

are fuch as thefe ; xTaa'm ot al-ru O.KO rS
ciftii;'

xa J^a* TaSra

*iT Xax2vro? cttrotf' iv ixe'w ty u^a.'
&c. And when be was come

down from the mountain ; and behold , while he fpake thefe

things unto them j behold there came ; in that hour or injlant

&c.

Coroll. Hence it follows, that, if any two of the Evan-

gelifts appear to relate a fad: in a different order from the

third, and do not make ufe of fuch a note, as neceffarily joins

it with the preceding or fubfequent part of the hiftory ; the

other Evangelift, who does ufe fuch a note, muft be fuppofed

to have obferved the order of time.

This obfervation is not only very juft and reafonable, but

neceflary ; the want of which has apparently produced many
miftak.es in the compilers of Gofpel harmonies, who have too

often made the agreement of two Evangelifts (commonly St.

Mark and St. Luke) the rule of placing a ftory, without re-

garding the manner of its connection with the pieceding or

following ftory.

Thefe things premifed, I will endeavour to prove the two

following particulars, which will be a fufEcient confutation of

Mr. Whifton's propofition.

I. Several of thofe branches, which Mr. Whifton fuppofes

mifplaced, and contrary to the order originally intended by St.

Matthew, are fo far from that, that they are not out of the

proper order of time, in which they came to pafs..

II. It does not appear, that any of thofe, which are in our

prefent copies placed contrary to the order of time, are con-,

trary to the order originally intended by St. Matthew.

I. Several uf thofe branches, which Mr. Whifton fuppofes

mifplaced, and contrary to the order originally intended by St.

Matthevv> are fo far from that, that they, are not out of the

proper
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proper order of time, in which they came to pafs. This will

appear by the two following inftances.

I. The hiftory of the perfoa whom our Lord cuu J of his

leprofy, Matt. viii. 2 5. is not mifpiaced, but in the proper
order of time in which it came to pals. It is placed by St.

Matthew (fuppofmg our prdent copies of that Gofpel to be

right) as what happened immediately upon our Saviour's de-

fcent from the mountain, where he had been preaching;

whereas^ fays Mr. Whifton, that miracle ivas fame months be-

fore that fermon. I own indeed, feveral of the Gofpel harmo-

nizers are of the fame opinion, and the reafon why they are fo

is, becaufe they found St. Luke (and perhaps St. Mark) to

have placed this ftory a confiderable time
before

the Sermon

on the mount. This indeed is true; but then it mult be ob-

ferved, thatthefe two Evangelifts have related this miracle with-

out any exprefs notation of the time a
, when it was wrought.

There is no circurnftance, nor phrafe, which connects it, ei-

ther to the foregoing or the following part of the hiftory : fee

Mark i. 40. and ii. i. and Luke v. 12, 17. On the other hand,

as it ftands in our prefent copies of St. Matthew (as Mr.

Whifton rightly obferves), it is immediately Jubjoined to the

Sermon on the mount) in fuch a manner^ as implies it to have

happened juji upon Chri/i's defcmt from the mount. I appeal

then to any unprejudiced perfon, whether it be not more rea-

fonable to fuppofe, the other two Evangelifts have placed this

ftory out of the order of time, as fometimes they are wont to

do ; than that it is tranfpofed in our prefent copies of St. Mat-

thew. This (viz. the prefent order of St. Matthew) will be

abundantly confirmed, if we confider, that there is a very good
reafon to be affigned, why the two other Evangelifts have re-

lated this ftory out of its proper order ; viz. becaufe it was

wrought in a place, where the other miracles, which they had

jnjl before given an account
ofi

were done. They had before

been giving an account of two miracles, which our Lord had

* Haec autem eadem leprofi mi- tempus atque ordinem fignificat his

raculofe lanati hiftoria narratur a verbis, Cum defcendi/et de monte,

Marco c. i. 4.0. et a Luca c.'v. \^. &c. Et ecce, fife. Car. Mar. de

fed Iblus Afatthseus hujus miraculi Veil, ad loc.

wrought
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wrought at Capernaum, viz. the cafting out the unclean

fpirit in the fynagogue there : and after that, the recovery of

Peter's mother in law from a fever (Mark i. 2329, &c. and

Luke iv. 33 38, &c.) in the fame town. Now this miracle

of the leper's cure being done at this place, they mention it

here together with thofe other miracles, though it was redly

done at another time. Indeed it is true, St. Luke relates,

ch. v. i, &c. the call of the four Apoftles between thcfe two

miracles, and that of the leper ^ but this is a very great con-

firmation of the foregoing obfcrvation, becaufe this call of the

Apoftles hath been already proved, not to be in the order of

time a
, and fo is for the fame reafon placed here, becaufe it

was in the city or iuburbs of Capernaum. If v.hat has been

faid be duly confidered, I cannot but think it will prove this

branch of St. Matthew's hiftory to be in the prope.- order of

time. And indeed, if it be not proved, I muft do Mr. Whif-

ton's hypothecs that juftice to own, that it is, as to this in-

ftance, molt certainly true : if the ftory of the leper be not in

the proper order of time, either there muft be a tranfpofition

in the hiftory, or St. Matthew 'was miftaken, which no body
will fuppofe. Hence I cannot but wonder that Dr. Light-

foot, Mr. Lc Clere, and others, have in their Harmonies, left

St. Matthew's order, and followed that of St. Mark and St.

Luke. I cannot fee how they could join the firft and fifth

verfs of this chapter, without fuppofing a tranfpofition, which

yet they certainly never thought of. Chemnitius b
, Ofiander,

and fome few more, are much more confident with them-

felves.; who imagine this in St. Matthew, and that in St.

Mark and St. Luke, to be different miracles ; though there

feems to be no foundation for this fuppofition, but only the

difference in time.

What Mr. Whifton offers in defence of his opinion (viz.

that this miracle was not wrought at this time), certainly very
well deferves to be confidered. " St. Matthew," fays he,

" as

u well as the other Evangelifb, relates our Saviour's caution

* P. 30.
b Haru.on. Evang. c. 4.1.

"to
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tl to the leper, to keep the miracle fecret ; See no man know it ;

" which certainly fhews, it was not done fo publickly as his
"

prefent order implies, viz. when the multitude was pre-
fent."

To this I anfwer, that our Lord may very well be fuppofed
to give this charge of fecrecy to the leper, when the multi-

tudes were prefent ; becaufe we have an inftance of his doing
the fame, at another time, where a tranfpofitiori cannot poffibly

be fuppofed. The place I refer to, is Matt. xii. 15, 16. And

great multitudes followed him, and he healed them #//, and

charged themy that they Jhould not make him known. Befides,

there may be very good reafons afligned, why our Lord fhould

give this charge in the prefence of a multitude, viz.

i. That it might appear to the multitude, that he was not

fit allfond or ambitious of human applaufe^ andfo withalfet his

difciples a lively pattern ofmodejly and humility. Our blefled

Saviour himfelf tells u, that he fought not to advance his own

glory., John viii. 50. This was a character, which our Lord

not only deferved, ;
but which he feemed peculiarly careful to

eftablifh. To do this he had now (when he was come down

from the mountain) a very fair opportunity. He could at

once give a whole multitude to underftand, that he did not

affect or covet popular applaufe ; See thou tell no man; i. e.

do not publijh and blaze abroad the cure that is wroughtfor
thee ; / defire not the honour

',
that men will be apt to give me on

fuch an account. What could the people who were prefent

conclude, but that he was a perfon of the utmoft modefty ?

Befides, our Saviour was not only careful to be thought hum-

ble himfelf, but was concerned that his difciples fhould learn

efhim, and imitate his example in this refpeil: hence he tells

them, Matt. xi. 29. to learn ofhim -,for, fays he, lam meek and

lowly in heart. Now here, in the prefence of the multitude,

he had a very fit feafon to recommend the practice of this vir-

tue to them by his own example.
" Hence" fays Theophy-

la& a
,

tc our Lord, by this caution, teaches us, that we are not

Vid. eum ad Marc. i.
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" to make oftentation of our virtues." And to the fame

purpofe, Cornelius a Lapide, Zegerus, and many other learned

men a
.

2. It is not at all abfurd, that our Saviour fhould give the

leper this charge of fecrecy, in the prefence of the multitude;

becaufe hereby he gave them a very plain intlmatioii, that he

did not defign tofit up a temporal kingdom In the world'; and fa

ufed a very likely means to prevent the ill confequences of their

entertainingfuch an opinion of him. Every body knows the

Jewifh nation had this expt6tation from the Meffiah, that,

when he came, he would deliver them from their fubjeclion

to the Roman power, and reftore their kingdom to its antient

grandeur. This is evident from abundance of pafTages in the

New Teftamer.t h
. Now it is very evident, our Lord took

all poffible methods to prevent the Jews from entertaining this

opinion of him. As foon as he perceived their defign to pro-

claim him a king, he retired, and went from them all into a

mountain alone, John vi. 15. Nay it is obfcrvable, that our

Lord fo much declined this character, that, for this very rea-

fon, he forbad his difciples to publim him as the Chrift :

Matt. xvi. 20. Then charged be his
difciples,

that they Jhould teli

a
Idjuffit ad vitandam oftenta- ique etoient vlolens. It appears by

tior.em, et ut nos doceret, virtutes this petition, that the wife of Zebe-

dotefque noftrus ncn jaclare. Ita dee, and her ions (to whom St.

Chryibftomus. Cornel. aLapiJ.ad Mark attributes this petition), were
loc. always in expectation of" a temporal

Noverat quidem Dominus illos kingdom, notwithftancling all that

ron tacitnros (he is fpe?.king of a Je^us Chrift was able to fay to the

like inftance) ;
vcrum hoc ita proe- contrary, fo very great were the pre-

cipiens, nobis voluit mniilitatis judices of the Jtwl/h nation. Le

contemnendasque glorias prseberc ex- Cl-rc on Mart. xx. 21. This is

tnip'um. Zeger. ad J.lat. ix. 30. confirmed ahb by the difccairfe of
b Hence it was, that the mother the two diiciples, after our Lord's

of Zebeike's fons came with her pe- rei'urrectioa, Luke xxiv. 21. We
tition, that her fons might h?.ve the trujied that it had bctn be, which

liigheft pofts in his kingdom. 11 jho>dd have redeemed Ifrad. And
paroit par cette demande, que la St. John tells us (ch. vi. 14., 15.),
fcmmecle Z,bc'.'st' ; ct il-s fils (aqui that wh.-n they were convinced by
St. Marc attribue cette demande a miracle, which our Lord had
ch. x. 35.) s'attdidoient tou;ours wrought, that he was the true Mef-
;x un regne temporel, citioique jefus fiah, they imnic'diately were for pro-
Chrift leur eut pu dire an contraire, claiming and making him a king,
tant ]es prejuges de la nation Juda-
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no man that he was yefus the Chrift. He knew that the idea

of the Meffiah, and that of a temporal prince, were almoft the

fame in the minds of the Jews, at leaft that the idea of the

one implied, and was infeparable from, the other ; and there-

fore, that he might avoid the fufpicion of the latter, he would

not, till after his refurre&ion, be publickly owned as the for-

mer. He knew, if he had indulged them in this their opinion
of him, feditions, tumults, and infurre&ions, muft

necefiarily

have enfued. By this he had too foon drawn upon him the

fufpicion of the Roman governor, and fo had been hindered to

go through the time of his publick miniftry, which he de-

figned. And now by this it appears, that a caution given to

the leper, not to publifh what was done for him, was not un-

reafonable, though in the prefence of the multitude. Hereby

they could" not but perceive, that our Saviour had no defign to

draw great multitudes after him ; which was the moft likely

method to advance him to a temporal kingdom. They could

not but conclude, he was againft being popular, and confe-

quently againft being made a king. This undoubtedly was

that, which, among other reafons, influenced our Saviour to

give the leper this caution ; for we find that, the leper difo-

beying our Lord's commands, and publifliing his cure, he was

for that reafon obliged to retire, and could no more enter into

the
city,

Mark i. 45. Hence it is well cbferved by Mr.'Le

Clerc, in an inftance like this, that our Saviour commanded

fecrecy, that " he might not draw a great multitude of people
u after him, for fear of a fufpicion, which might be enter-

11
tained, that he had no defign but to raife a rebellion a."

3. It was not abfurd for our Saviour, at this time, to give

the leper a caution of fecrecy j becaufe his cafe and circum-

ftances, notwithftanding the prefence of the multitude, feemed

neceflarily to require fuch a caution. Under the Jewifli dif-

penfation, a perfon, that -had been leprous, and now fuppofcd

himfelf cured, was, by divine appointment, obliged to fubmit

Leur defendit d'enparkr, pour citer quelque fetliticn. Le Clerc

ne pas sV.ttirer plus de fcule, de on Matth. ix. 30. See allb Pr.

pjur du iuup^on, quo Ton pouvoit Hammond on Matth. viii. 4.

termer, qu'ii ne chcrchat cju'a ex-

himfelf
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himfelf to the examination of the Prieftj whether it were fo or

not i Levit. xiii. Now had this miraculous cure of his been

fpread abroad, and reached the Prieft's ears, before this was

done, there feems to have been danger of the two following

ill confequences.

1. Very probably the malice of the Priefts would have car-

ried them fo far, that when they found he was cured by a per-

fon, whom they fo mortally hated, they would not have pro-

nounced him clean. This is the opinion of Grotius, Lc

Clerc, Dr. Whitby, &c. For the confirmation of it, Grotius

urges, that the miracle was wrought in Galilee, a great dif-

tance from Jerufalem, where the Priefts were ; and that our

Saviour (according to St. Mark's account, ch. i. 43.) fent

him away in hafte, left the fame of the miracle fhould reach

the Triefts' ears, before he could get there.

2. Had this ftory been told to the Priefts, it is very likely

it would have railed their malice againft our Saviour, and in-

cited them to perfecute him, under the fpecious pretence of his

having taken upon him, to do that which belonged to the

office, and was the fole prerogative, of the Priefts a

, viz. pro-

nouncing a leprous pcrfon clean.

From all that has been faid, I think it is very reafonable to

conclude, that our Saviour might give the leper a charge, not

to publifh what was done for him, till he had been with the

Prieft, though there were feveral people prefent when the cure

was wrought i and then there feems not to be any reafon, but

we may conclude this hiftory is in its proper order of time.

2. Another inftance of a hiftory, which in our prefent co-

pies is in its due and proper order of time, and yet fuppofed by
Mr. Whifton to be mifplaced, is that of the two perfons, who
came to our Saviour, profefling their readinefs to follow him,

Matth. viii. 19, &c. It is placed in St. Matthew, between

our Saviour's ordering a fhip to be gqt ready, and his entering

a II femble que notre Seigneur ne mind to draw upon himfelf the ha-

vouloit pas s'attirer la haine dcs fa- tred of the Priefts, to whom the Law
crifkateurs, a qui la Loi donnoit le had given the power of judging,
droit de juger, fi un hoinme etoit whether a peribn was cured of hi*

gueri de la lepre, on non. It is leprofy, or not. Le Clerc ad loc.

probable, our Saviour had not a

into
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into it. And there cannot be any probable reafon affigned,

why it ftiould be placed any where elfe ; for

1 . // is a hi/lory not mentioned by either of the other Evan-

gelifts. St. Luke indeed (ch. ix. 57, <kc.) has an account ex-

ceedingly like this ; but Mr. Wbifton himfelf (as well as fe-

veral other harmonizers) fuppofcs thefe to be two different

hiftories ;
and confequently the order of time, in this inftance,

is not to be proved from either of the other Evangelifts.
2. The circumflances of the hijtory are all fuch as agree very

exactly with that part of St. Matthew's hiftory, in which it is

placed in our prefent copies. At what time is it more
likely to

fuppofe, that perfons (hould come to Chrift, and declare their

willingneis to go along with him, than juft then, when they
had heard him give orders to get a fhip ready, to go to ano-

ther country ? And when could our Saviour more properly
make the anfwer, which he here does (viz. The foxes have

holeS) and the birds of the air have ne/fs^ but the fon ofman

hath not where to lay his head}) than at this time, when he was

leaving his own habitation and city, and going to travel in a

ftrange country? There cannot be any place in the whole

Gofpel hiftory, where it will be more agreeable to the con-

text, than here. Mr. Whifton has however placed it after

this voyage to the Gergefenes, which as, I think, no one be-

fides him has done, fo no good reafon can be affigned for his

doing fo. The reafons which he offers for his placing it thus,

are,

I. That thefe accounts are, in our prefect copies, interpofed

between two verfes^ which are perfectly coherent^ and have a

manifeft connexion without them. This is indeed true, but

does not imply the leaft abfurdity in St. Matthew's prefent or-

der. This branch is only a relation of ibmething, which

came to pafs between our Saviour's ordering his difciples to

get a (hip ready, and his going into it. It is true, if it had

been entirely omitted, and St. Matthew had told us of our Sa-
v

viour's entering into the {hip, immediately after he had given
orders to prepare it, the connection had been very good and

juft: but if a ftory be told of fomewhat, which happened in

the mean time, it does not at all fpoil the connection, as evi-

dently
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dently appears by confideiing it. Ver. 18. our Saviour

gives commandment to fome of his difciples, to go down out

of the city to the fea-fide, to prepare a veflel to carry them

over to the other fide : when they were gone, and while the

Jtnp was getting ready (as Dr. Wells rightly paraphrafes the

place), or preparingfor their departure (as Dr. Whitby), thefc

perfons came to our Saviour j he gave them their anfvvers j and

then went on board a
.

2. Mr. Whifton further argues,
" that the nature of our

" Saviour's anfwer to the Scribe, ver. 20. (Thefoxes have

"
holes, and the birds of the air have nejis ; but the fan ofman

41 hath not where to lay his head) plainly (hews, that thefe ac-

14 counts ought to follow the voyage to the Gergefenes. For
<f luch an anfwer (fays he) there could be no occafion before

" this voyage; but after it, when he had been juft expelled
"

by the Gergefenes, there was -the fitteft opportunity ima-
41

ginable for fuch a complaint." Mr. Whifton will excufe

me that I am forced to obferve, that he has not been fo cau-

tious, as he is wont to be, in this matter. The place, which

he afligns to this branch of the hiftory in his Harmony, does

rnoft evidently overthrow his own argument for placing it as

he does. This will undeniably appear, if we confider, that

tne place (according to our preient copies of St. Matthew)
where our Saviour had this conference with the Scribe, was

Capernaum, which is called Cnrift's ow.n city, and lay clofc

by the fea-fide. This is manifeft by the context. Now,

fays Mr. Whifton, at the place, where it is faid to be in our

prefent copies of St. Matthew, i. e. at Capernaum, there could

be no occafion for that anfwer, The foxes have holes, the birds

&c. (the reafon of which muft be, becaufe our Saviour was

then in his own city, where his habitation was) ; and yet in

his Harmony he has himfelf placed this very fame hiftory at

Capernaum, when our Saviour was returned home b
. A plain

a Dumque alii ex difcipulis artis vo'untatem ipfi proponentes, et quif-
nauticae periti praeeunt, ut navem que eorum feoriim iuum relponfum
parent, atque Doir.inum venknttm a Domino accipit. Chi.-mn.Hann.

1'ufcipiant,
in via. ipfum fcriba, et Evang. cap. 63.

unus ex difcipuli* aueuut, animifui b P. 301.

inftance,
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inftance, how far the minds of the moft learned men are biafled

by their favourite and preconceived opinions. I conclude

therefore, that this branch alfo of St. Matthew's hiftory is fo

far from being mifplaced, that it is in its proper order of time.

It would be tedious to prove this of all the other inftances. A
due application of the rules laid down in the beginning of this

chapter, will fhew us, that there are feveral of the other

branches, that are in the order of time in which they came to

pafs, which are not only by Mr. Whifton, but fome others,

fuppofcd not to be fo.

CHAP. XIII.

None of thofe Branches, -which are not according to the Order sf

Time^ in this Part of St. Matthew's Gofpelj are mifplaced.

'This evidenced by confederingfeveral of them.

II. A LTHOUGH there are feveral paragraphs or periods

J7\. in this part of St. Matthew's hiftory, which are not

according to the order of time ; yet it does not appear^ that any

of them are mifplaced, or put into an order, differentfrom that

originally intended by the Evangelijl. It having been already

proved, that thefe facred writers did not 'always intend ftri&Iy

to obferve that order, in which the fads they relate came to

pafs ; it follows, that we are not haftily to conclude, that a

hiftory is mifplaced, becaufe it is not in that order. This is

for the moft part Mr. Whiftcn's argument, there being in fe-

veral of the particulars, which he aflerts to be mifplaced, not

fo much as an attempt to prove any more, than that they are

not in the true order of time ; though, in other inftances, there

feems at the firft fight to be fomething more.

For the clear difcuffing of this matter, I muft obferve, that

the almoft only method^ by which it is pojftble to difcover whether

ajhry be mifplaced or not^ is by confedering the notes of its cohe-

rence with the context. If it be apparent, by comparing any

period
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period of the htftory with the other Evangelifts, that it is not

in its proper order of time, and if it have fuch a note of cohe-

rence, as neceflarily joins it with the foregoing or following

ftory (as it {rands in our prefent copies) ; we muft conclude,

either that the Evangelift was miftaken in writing, or that

our copies are corrupted and altered, fince he wrote. The

queftion then in this matter lies principally in this, viz. -whe-

ther In this part of St. Jtfdttheufs Gojpcl^ there are any periods

of the hi/fary, which are not in the order of time; and yet , as

they /land in our prefent copies, are necejjafily connected, either

with theforegoing or following part of the hijtory. Of this

fort there is not one ; but, on the other hand, all thofe that are

really out of the order of time, are laid by the Evangelift in

his hiftory, in fuch a manner, as plainly evidences that he had

no defign that we fhould believe, that he intended to place

them in that order.

I do not think it neceflary, diitinftly to confider all thefe

particular branches, becaufe, in fo doing, I {hall be obliged to

a dull repetition of the fame things again and again; I ftiall

only mention fome, and, among them, thofe which feem moft

confiderable.

The cure of Peter's mother-in-law, ch. viii. 14, &c. is

placed by St. Matthew after the Sermon on the Mount;
whereas it is plain, from the other Evangelifts, that this mi-

racle was wrought a confiderable time before. But then it is

introduced by St. Matthew, and laid in his hiftory in fuch a

manner, as makes it plain, that he had no defign we fhould

think it was in the order of time. He begins it thus, Ka

is&uv o 'jjjc-tc EK T;; OMM mVpf, &c. and when Jefus was come

into Peter's boufe, &c. But on the other hand, St. Mark and

St. Luke have fo conne&*d this ftory with the former, that it

is impoflible to feparate the one from the other. They both

agree that our Saviour went from the fynagogue immediately
to St. Peter's houfe, and there wrought this miracle : fee

Mark i. 29, &c. and Luke iv. 38, &c. a

The

* Marcus certiorem notationem feftum eft Matthtsum non fervafle

temporis et ordinis fervat. Mani- oniinem unde ettalj ufus eft locu-
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The fame may be argued in refpe& of the other branches,

viz. the mtffion^ and inJlruEiion of the twelve Apoftles^ chap. x.

I, &c. and thefending of John's difciples to Chrijl^ chap. xi. 2,

&c. which, being out of the order of time, are not connected

to the context, by any notations of that order.

Of the other feven branches, there are two, or perhaps

more, that feem to be in the fame order, in which they came
to pafs ; though I muft own, there are alfo two, which feem

not to be in the order oftime ; and yet have fuch notes of time

prefixed to them, as feern to imply immediate fuccefiion. It

is
neceflary that both thefe inftances be particularly confU

dered.

I. The firft is the cure of Jairus's daughter, ch. ix. 18,

&c. " This (fays Mr. Whifton) fo immediately follows the
"

difcourfe at Levi's feaft, and with fuch an exprefs notation

tt of the very moment of time, as is peculiarly remarkable,
* c

TX.VT/X. aina Aa^vr^ auro*?, &c. as he ivasfpeaking^ or whilt
"

hefpake, thefe things unto them^ behold a ruler, &c. So that

" no unbiafled reader could imagine the leaft fpace poilible
"

interpofed between them; whereas above a half a year was
"

gone, after the feaft of Levi, before the healing of Jairus's
"

daughter. An undeniable inftance of the dislocations be-
" fore-mentioned in this Gofpel ; and I think I may well

" call it an undeniable one, fmce truly it was fo to me. For
"

though, at the firft, I durft not fo far depend upon the other

" notes of time, as to believe the prefent order of this part of

" St. Matthew to be different from the original one ; yet
44 when I came to this, after a little attempt, I found it impof-
u fible to be got over, &c." This inftance therefore is

plainly the main fupport of Mr. Whifton's hypothefis ; and I

own indeed it feems very much to his purpofe, though, upon a

clofe examination, I find it will not prove what he defigns it

fhould. There are feveral more probable methods of account-

ing for the difficulty, than by fuppofmg a diflocation j but

tione, quae non neceflario cxlgit or- tiffitzt in domum Fetri, Sec.

dinem confequentiae eorum, quae nit. Harmon. Evang. cap. 38.

uariiintur; dicit cmm5 Et cum-^ue-

beforc
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before I come particularly to confider any, I think it neceflary

a little more clearly to ftate the cafe.

St. Matthew, ch. ix. 9. gives us an account of his call by
our Saviour to follow him ; ver. 10. he tells us of afeaft at his

houfe, where many publicans and fmners were alfo prefent ;

ver. 11. he informs us of a queftion, put by the Pharifees to

our Saviour's difciples, concerning his eating with fmners ;

and ver. 12, 13, our Saviour's anfwer ; after this, ver. 14. we

have an account ofJohn's difciples coming to Chrift, and afking

him, why his difciples did not faft ? and ver. 15, 16, 17. our

Saviour's anfwer to their queftion, which whilft he was giv-

ing, Jairus came, ver. 18. But, fays Mr. Whifton, there was

half a year's fpace between the feaft of Levi, and Jairus's com-

ing to Chrift. This is indeed eafily aiTerted \ but not the

leaft reafon offered for the aflertion. It were to be wifhed,

that in this, as well as other inftances, he had told us, for what

reafons he fuppofes them to be out of the order of time. A
bare afierting that a ftory is fo much too fcon, or fo much too

late, or a referring us to his Harmony, where he has fo placed

it, cannot be thought fufficient; and indeed, this is all that

Mr. Whifton has done in this, and feveral other inftances.

But this is too confiderable a point to be given up fo eafily.

For the fake of ftating the cafe more fully, let us confider the

reafon of this aflertion. It is in fliort only this, that St.

Mark and St. Luke place a great many of our Lord's dif-

courfcs and miracles, between this feaft of St. Matthew and

the difcourfes which follow it, and the coming of Jairus to

our Saviour. The former is placed by St. Mark, ch. ii. 14,

&c. and by St. Luke, ch. v. 27, &c. The latter by St.

Mark, ch. v. 22, &c. and St. Luke, ch. viii. 41, &c. This

is the difficulty, for the folution of which there maybe two or

three expedients, but I fhall only make ufe of one, which is,

that of fuppcfmg there was fame time interpofed between St.

Matthew's being called to be an Apojlle, and his entertaining our

Saviour at his
houfe.

This fuppofcd, will reconcile the Evan-

gelifts,
and make St. Matthew's notation of the time, when

Jairus came, to be very juft and proper. Let us then fup-

pofc,
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pofe, that St, Matthew was called at the time, where St. Mark
and St. Luke place it, viz. before the fermon on the Mount,
and the voyage to the Gergefenes (and this indeed is pro-

bable), and that thofe Evangelifts, having a mind to finifh at

once and together ^ all they defigned to fay concerning St. Mat-

thew in particular, mentioned there allb his feaft, and the dif-

courfe at it, though they were fome time after his call. On
the other hand, let us fuppofe, that St. Matthew being about

to mention his feaft, and thedifcourfe at it, in its proper or-

der of time (viz. foon after the return from the country of the

Gergefenes), premifed there the account of his call, which yet
was fome time before. If this be allowed, then there is no

abfurdity in fuppofmg Jairus's coming to Chrift, while he was

talking to John's difciples at Dtvi's feaft. I own indeed the

preceding hypothecs is not entirely my own ; I received the

firft hints of it from Chemnkius and Dr. Lightfoot, and

thereupon examined into the matter with the utmoft diligence

and
impartiality ; and after having weighed all the feveral cir-

cumftances of the ftories under confideration, I made the fol-

lowing obfervations, which feem to fupport the account that

has been given.

1. There are many inftances of a like nature with this, both

among the writers of the Gofpel hijhry^ and other hi/Dorians. It

is a very common thing with all writers, when they defign to

fay but little of a perfon in their hiftory, to join it all together,

although what they relate came to pafs at very diftant times.

This has been already {hewn a
, and is very evident in the cafe

of Shimei, I Kings ii. 36, &c. His building a houfe at Je-

rufalem, and his being put to death, are connected together

(like St. Matthew's call and feaft), though they were plainly

three years diftant in point of time. But this is an obferva-

tion, too common and obvious to need any inftances to be

produced to fupport it.

2. The fuppofmg St. Matthew's call and feaft to have been

at two different times, docs not make the hi/lory of either of the

Evangelijls at all the more inaccurate. It is fo far from giving

P. 40-
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colour to any fuch charge, that it is
really the beft method of

writing a hiftory, as has been proved above a
.

3. It is very obfervable, that neither of the three EvangeliJIs

dojoin the account ofLevi's call, and hisfeajl together , by any

fuck notes of time or phrajes, as imply the immediate fuccejjion of
cue to the other. St. Matthew and St. Mark, aft;r having re-

lated the call, fubjoin the ftory of the feaft, introduced thus,

Ka lymro, and it came to pafs. St. Luke only tells us, that

Matthew made him a
feajl^ not at all fpecifying the time, when

it was made.

4. It is alfo remarkable, that St. Mark and St. Luke, when

they had finifhed the account of Levi's feafr, and the difcourfe

at it, do not join thefollowing hiftory to this with any note of

time, fa as to imply that it immediatelyfollowed it. But on the

other hand, both of them begin the next flory thus, K.a.1 \yimo,

and it came to pafs^ Mark ii. 22, 23. and Luke v. ult. and

vi. i. Now hence it follows, according to the corollary

above, p. 92. that St. Matthew, who has prefixed a plain

note of time to this hiftory, is to be fuppcfed to have obferved

the right order of time.

5. Thejiory ofjairiis's coming to our Saviour, cannot be

placed any where
elfe

in St. Matthew's Gofpcly but zuhere it is

in our prefent copies. This will appear from the phrafe, by
which it is introduced, Talrx ara X^A^-- air*^, while he was

Jpeaking thefe thirds unto them. It is plain, that, when St.

Matthew wrote this, it immediately followed fome difcourfe of

our Lord's to feveral perfons. But I aflert, upon a clofe re-

view of all the branches of this'pai t of the hiftory, there is not

any one of them, after which St. Matthew can poflibly be

fuppofed to have wrote it, but after the difcourfe, to which it

is now fubjoined in our prefent copies. Hence it is very ri-

diculous in Mr. Le Clerc, and fome other harmonizers, to

place this period of the hiftory after that which is not a dif-

courfe of our Saviour's, but the words of the hiftorian, viz.

thofe, Matt. viii. 33. Mr. Whifton indeed has placed it

after a difcourfe of our Saviour's to one of his difciples, Matt.

Ibid.
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viii. 22. but it is certain it was not wrote by St. Matthew,

immediately after that branch, becaufe that has been proved to

be in its proper order of time
1

. Befdes, the words imme-

diately preceding, according to Mr. Whifton's Harmony, are,

'O K 'ircrfe; il KVTU, 'Axo\a$n /woi, y.eu. xQtf, &CC. But Jefu* faid
unto him, Follow thou me, and do thoujuffer the dead,&K.. Our
Saviour is fpeaking to one perfon in the fmgular number ;

and is it then likely, that St. Matthew's next words fhould

be, Tat/Tee. at'TB XaAtitT- civ-rus , While he was fpeaking to them,

&c. in the plural number ? But now as it ftands in our pre-

fent copies, fpeaking to them (uvroi's) very well follows the dif-

courfe with John's difciples. All this confidered, makes it, I

think, exceeding probable, that Jairus's coming to our Savi-

our was immediately after the dffcourfe, that immediately pre-
cedes it in our prefent copies ; and confequentiy, if that dif-

courfe was at Levi's feaft, that feaft is now in its proper or-

der : and fo, if the call of Matthew was at that other time,

where St. Mark and St. Luke do place it, the call and the

feaft were at two different times.

6. This will be yet further confirmed, if we eonfider the

place where St. Mark, and St. Luke relate this account of Ja-

irus's coming to Chrift. They place it immediately after the

hiftory of our Saviour's return from the country of the Ger-

gefenes, and not after any difcourfe of our Lord's immediately

preceding it. Now it is certain by St. Matthew's account,

that it was at a time when our Lord was difcourfing with fe-

veral people ;
it is plain therefore, that, in St. Mark and St.

Luke's account, this ftory does not in point of time immedi-

ately follow that which it follows in the hiftory, but fome dif-

courfe of our Lord intervened in the mean time. Now ei-

ther this intervening difcourfe is fomewhere related in thefe

Gofpels of St. Mark and St. Luke, or it is not. If we fay it

is, there can be no doubt, but that it is the difcourfe, which

now immediately precedes it in our prefent copies of St.

Matthew, and fo the difpute is ended. On the other hand, to

fay it is not, feems very unreafonable, when we eonfider that

P. 99, &c.

R 2 the
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the difcourfe, which immediately precedes it in St. Matthew,

is in thefe Gofpels; and that a very good reafon has been

affigned, why they put it in another place, viz. becaufe they

had a mind to relate St. Matthew's call and fcafl, and the dif-

courfe at it, all together.

7. It may not be improper to obfervc, that in the antient

Harmonies of Tatian and Ammonius (one of which was made

in the fecond, and the other in the beginning of the third cen-

tury), St. Matthew's call and feaft were placed at two very

difrant times, and many hiftories interpofed between them a
.

Auftin, in his excellent treatife of the Harmony of the Gof-

pels, by a very good argument, proved that St. Matthew's

call is not in his Gofpel in the right order of time, but was

before the fermon in the Mount ; becaufe, fays he, St. Luke

mentions St. Matthew among the reft of the rfpojlles,
that were

with our Saviour in the Mount (ch. vi. 15')- He feems in-

deed to have been inclined to believe, that the feaft was fome

time after the call ; and hence Gerfon, Chemnitius, and many

others,' have imagined this Father of that opinion ; but it is

very plain to any one, who will confider his words clofely,

they have miftaken his meaning
b
.

Thus I have endeavoured, by feveral arguments, to con-

firm the fuppofition of Levi's call and feaft, being at two dif-

ferent times, and by a great deal of pains have endeavoured to

get over a difficulty, which Mr. Whifton, after
a little at-

tempt^ concluded impojjiblc to be got ever. There is indeed an-

other way of folving this difficulty, propofed by Dr. Wells, in

his late paraphrafe on this place. That I may not mifrepre-

*
Atque hoc modo vetuftiffirnae efle Matthaeum : in eo quippe mon-

etiam HarmoniaE Tatianiet Ammo- te, tune Lucas comfnemorat omnes
nii diftinfte pcnunt, primu vocatio- duodecim ex pluribus DifcFpulis
nem Matthsi, et poftea convivumi elcftcs, quos et Apoftolos nomina-
Matthaei in alio loco Harmoniae, ut vit. Afterwards fpeaking of his

alio tempore poft faclum, collocant. feuft be adds
; Poflet videri, non hoc

Chemnit. Harm. Evang. cap. 4.3. ex ordine fubjunxifle, ftd quod alio

in piinc. tempore faclum eft, recordatus in-
b Hinc autem probabilius vide-

terpofuifll,
nifi Marcus et Lucas,

tur, quod hsec praetemniflfa recor- qui hoc omnino limiliter narrant,

dandoMutrhseuscommemomt; quia manifettarent in domo Levi difcu-

\itiqueaiiteillumfermoneminmonte biiifle Jefum. &c. de Confenf. E-

habitum, credendum eft vocatum varg. 1. 2. c. 16, 27.

fent
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fent him, I {hall fet it down in his own words. f< A confi-

" derable time after what is related in the foregoing para-
"

graph, namely, when Jefus was juft come back from the

"
country of the Gergefenes (as was related chap. viii. 28.

" and ix. i.), fome others feem to have come to Jefus about
f the fame fubjeft ; whereupon he gave them the fame rea-

"
fons, why it was not proper for his difciples to faft yet.

" And a now it was, that while befpoke ihefe things unto them,
" behold there came a certain ruler, &c." In his annotations

on the place, he tells us ;
" This feems the beft, becaufe the

" moft natural and eafy, way to reconcile this, TT<Z a.v x-
"

AoiivTo? at/n>rr, Jot> ^i'>,&c. of St. Matthew, with Mark v. 22.

<{ and Luke viii 41." This opinion fuppofes the call of

Levi, his feaft, and the difcourfe that followed it, to be in our

prefent copies of St. Matthew out of its proper order of time;

and alfo that our prefent copies are exactly in this place, as St.

Matthew wrote at firft, viz. that after the difcourfe with

John's difciples, St. Matthew immediately wrote, TT* airy

>M*Svrw; avroiy, while hefpake thefe things to them. Now ac-

cording to the Doctor, this uirw, them^ muft not refer to

thofe to whom our Saviour was talking at Levi's feaft, but to

fome others that he had difcourfed with about half a year be-

fore. Is it credible that St. Matthew would write thus ?

Chrift fpake fuch and fuch things to John's difciples ; and

while he was fpeaking to them, i. e. according to the Doctor,

while he fpake to fome other perfons. This is far from being

natural and eafy; it makes the Evangelift write not only in-

accurately, but to a high degree abfurdly
b
. But this is no

new thing with Dr. Wells.

2. The other inftance which feems to be out of its due or-

der of time, and yet to have a note of immediate fucceffioa

prefixed to it, is that of the
difciples plucking the ears of corn

en the Sabbath day^ chap. xii. i, &c. As it lies in our pre-

a Matt. ix. 18. gelifts; and I cannot but think,
b Le Clerc, in his Paraphrafe when the Dcftor comes to confider

upon the Harmony of the Gofpels, this matter again, he will not be

is the only peribn that I know of afhamed to own, that he borrowed

(befides the Doclor), who has taken his opinion from Le Clerc.

this method of reconciling theEvan-

R 3 fent
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fent copies, it follows the meflage of John the Baptift out of

prifon to Chrift, with this notation of fuccefiion,
'

IXE'HW T

xa
f
w, At that time, 'Jefus went out on the Sabbath-day through

the corn,&c. whereas, fays Mr. Whifton, this plucking of the

ears of corn, was fome months before the meflage of John the

Baptift. For the proof of this, Mr. Whifton thinks it enough

here, as well as in raoft of the other inftances, to refer us to

his Harmony ; As> fays he, will be evident in the Harmony.

He attempts no other proof than this j and this really amounts

to no more than if he had faid, / have placed it fo in my

Harmony, and therefore St. Matthew wrote fo. It is true

St. Mark and St. Luke have placed this matter a great

deal fooner in their hiftory, viz. before the fermon on the

Mount; but then it does not appear, that they defigned to con-

nect it to the preceding hiftory by any exprefs notation of the

time. But though we take this for granted, and fuppofe that

in our prefent copies of St. Matthew, this ftory of the
difciples

plucking the ears of corn on the Sabbath-day, is not in its pro-

per order of time ; yet it does not appear to be mifplaced fmce

it was firft wrote, becaufe it is not connected to the preceding

part of the hiftory by a phrafe, that neceflarily implies imme-

diate fucceflion in point of time. The phrafe here made ufe

of by St. Matthew is, ixeitu TV y.a.^, at that time, or about

that time ; which phrafe is undoubtedly made ufe of in Scrip-

ture chronology in a very large fenfe. So in the inftance

above-mentioned a out of the Old Teftament, viz. that of Ju-
dah's going down to his brethren, Gen.xxxviii. I. the ftory is

introduced with the very fame phrafe, xnn nya At that time;

whereas that
hiftory, to which it is prefixed, happened a con-

fiderable time before that, which it immediately fucceeds. This

phrafe therefore is not, as Mr. Whifton calls it, a notation of

fucccjjion, and confequently does not prove a diflocation in this

part of the Gcfpel hiftory. Mr. Whifton does indeed in an-

other book (viz. his Accomplifhment of Scripture Prophe-
cie

, p. 71.) make ufe of this fame note for the fame end, viz.

to prove the tranfpofition of the fixth and feventh verfes of the

P. 45-

tenth
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tenth chapter of Deuteronomy. But I need take no more

pains to fhew, that this phrafe does not imply immediate fuc-

ceffion ; Mr. Whifton himfelf, in his Chronology of the Old

Teftamenr, p. 73, in diredl contradiction to himfelf in thefe

two places, has very well proved it, by the fame inftance

which I juft now mentioned out of Gen. xxxviii. I. His

words are ;
" But then we mufb remember, that although the

**
words, at that time, feem to refer us to the foregoing hif-

"
tory of Jofeph, yet the expreffion is of a much larger ex-

" tent in the language of Scripture, and includes a great fpace
c ' of time, as will appear by a view of the inftances in the

"
margin

3
, of that and the like ways offpeaking, both in the

" Old and New Teftament. Nay indeed, it feems to be little

" more than a particle of tranfition, or common way of intro-

u
ducing and beginning a new branch of an hiftory ; juft like

" the Englifh particle, Now, as it is ufed at this day; which
"

though at firft it might infer a connection, in point of time,
" with what went before, yet now it is plain it is frequently
" no more than a particle of tranfition, to introduce a new
"

period, after we have made a full end of that which went
" before." It is well obferved by Mr. Whifton here, that

this phrafe is often ufed thus in Scripture. Dr. Wells has

obferved b
,

that this pl.rafe is ufed three times in St. Mat-

thew, in this lax fenfe. " The Greek expreffion aforemen-
" tioned (viz.

'

TU *<^u ixiivu) is not to be underftood in a

" ftricl fenfe, or fo as to denote, that the particulars which
"

they ufher in, were done or fell out in that point of time,
" winch followed next in order to the time wherein came to

* l

pafs the particulars next afore related by St. Matthew ; but

" the laid Greek phrafe is to be underftood in a large fenfe, fo

" as to denote a confiderable interval or fpace of time, in, or

"
during, which the fcveral particulars, which are ufhered in

"
by the faid Greek phrafe, did come to pafs, &c." Thus

rightly has the Doctor explained this phrafe. The obferva-

* Dent. x. 8. z Kings xx. i. b See his Paraphrafe on Matt. ii.

2 Chron. x.xxii. 24. Ilai. xxxvvii. i. 25.
Matt. iii. i.

R 4 tion
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tion is indeed very trite and common ; Ufher, Spanheim, Dr.

Lightfoot, Chemnitius, and many others, have made the fame

remark. I rather chofe to cite the Doctor's words on this head,

becaufe he feems in them to have had a direct defign to con-

fute Mr. Whifton's hypothefis ; for he adds,
"

Hereby are

"
eafily folved ail objections urged againft St. Matthew's

"
Gofpel, as being faulty as to wrong dating of feveral par-

" ticulars of our Saviour's hiftory, without having recourfe

* c to fuch notions, as that St. Matthew writ on loofe papers,
" which have not been put together in their due order." I

was the more willing to mention this, becaufe I know not that

any one bciides has taken the leaft publick notice of this pro-

pofition of Air. Whifton's, which feems fo injurious to the

honour of this part of the facred volume.

CHAP. XIV.

Mr. WhiftorCs Method of accountingfor the Disorder be fup-

pofes in this Part of St. Matthew's Gofpel^ viz. that St.

Matthew wrote it onfmall Pieces of Paper ; that thefe were

confufedly put together by thofe^
who did not

perfectly under-

Jiand the true Series of ths Hiftory. Mr. Toinard of the

fame Opinion. Yhe Improbability of it, propofed to be Jhewn

from the antient Way ofwriting. The moji antient Methods

confidered.

HAVING
confidered thus far Mr. Whifton's proof, that

the feveral periods of the hiftory in this part of St.

Matthew's Gofpel are mifplaced, I proceed now to confider

the following feclion.
a 1 he defign of the fecStion is, to ob-

ferve what might be the probable occafions ofike prefent mijlaken

places of thefefeveral branches. Now in order to this, Mr.

P. 108.

Whifton
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Whifton is forced to a very odd and ftrange fuppofition, fiich

as I am very much inclined to believe he never would have

efpoufed, had he fufficiently weighed, and been aware of, its

confequences.
"

I muft," fays he,
" here take it for granted,

*' that the feveral parts or periods of this former part of St.

" Matthew's Gofpel, were written at firft feparately, and upon
" feveral diftinct papers; which papers (or whatever they were
tt written upon) were put together into their prefent order by
*'

thofe, who did not perfectly know the true feries of the

hiftory."

I have more largely obferved in the Preface, that Spinoza

and Father Simon have taken this method to depreciate and

vilify the facred volume, fuppofmg that feveral parts of it were

confiifedly put together, by thofe who did not know the right

and true order of the hiftory. It is indeed a very eafy way of

accounting for many of the difficulties of Chronology in the

Old Teftament, as well as in the Gofpels, if the matter of

fae} could be made certain. If there are indeed feveral parts

of the hiftory tranfpofed and mifplaced, I cannot conceive any
other way fo probable, by which the fuppofed diforders can

be accounted for, as this ; I muft therefore do Mr. Whifton

that juftice to own, to his honour, that he has hit upon the-

only poffible method of accounting for the diflocations he fup-

pofes to have happened to this part of St. Matthew's Gofpel.

In the next fection he tells us indeed a
,
" that he once de-

"
figned to have attempted to offer fome conjectures, how

" fo many of thefe fecttons came to be fo ftrangely tranf-

"
pofed j" but this, I confefs, is what I am not able to under-

ftand. He fays here,
" that he fuppofes the feveral difordered

**
parts or periods were wrote at firft

feparately, and upon
** diftin6t pieces of paper, and placed in this wrong order by
"

thofe, who did not know the true feries of the
hiftory ;"

and then adds,
" that he will obferve, what were the probable

u occafions of their prefent miftaken places." And is not

this offering conjectures, how they came to be tranfpofed ? I

aflc Mr. Whifton's pardon, if it appear that I am miftaken in

*
Pag. no.

faying,
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faying, that he had before offered all the conjecture, that either

he, or any man could offer. Mr. Toinard a
, a French gen-

tleman (who was reputed in his country one of the greateft

icholars of the age), compofed a Harmony of the Gofpeh in

Greek, which was publifhed about a year after his death,

(A. D. 1707.) in which he feems to be of the very fame opinion

with Mr. Whifton in this matter. I have not been able to

procure the book itfelf j and fo could not compare his and

Mr. Whifton's Harmony together. A general account of

his opinion I learnt from the abftraft of his book, which Mr.

Le Clerc hath given us in his Bibliothcque Cboijie^^ and from

a fhort paragraph out of his Prolegomena, which Mr. Whif-

ton did me the honour to fend me. His words are to this

purpofe
c
;

tc St. Matthew's text was the only one of the four

44
Evangelifts, which I could net always place in my Har-

* c

mony in that fame order, in which it is in our common co-
u

pies ; becaufe from the twenty-fecond verfe of the fourth

"
chapter, to the thirteenth verfe of the fourteenth chapter, he

" differs very much from the order of the other Evangelifts.
" This indeed feems very itrange, when we confider, that the

"
Evangelift St. Mark, who feems to be a fort of an epi-

" tomizer of him, does exactly agree with St. Luke and St.

f(
John, in relating all thofe particulars, which are now fo

t( much tranfpofed in St. Matthew. This feeins very hard to

a See his character in the fup- vulgatis legitur ordine, a principio

plement to the laft edition of Mr. ad rim-in exhihere non licuit, prop-
Moreri's French Dictionary. terea quod ab aliurura Evangelifta-

>> Toutes Irs Evangeliftes font rum ordine, a capitis quart! Evan-
dans Tordre, auquel us ont ecrit, gelii ii.ii verfu v'Kefimo lecundo, ad

excepte St. Matthieu, depuis le ejuldein Evangelii capitis decimi

chap. iv. 22. jufqu'au ch:ip. xiv. quart i verliim decimum tertium,

13. parce qu'encela cet Evangeiiite plurimum difccdit. Quod fanemi-
s'elt eloigne de 1'ordre des uutres. rari fuhit; cum Evangelifta Mar-
Mr. Toinnrd ne lliit, d'cu ce def- cus, ejus veluti epitomator, cum
ordre peut etre arrive, a moins que Luca et Joanne asquo pede in iis

depuis le commencement, les pa- omnibus narrandis decurrat, quae

piers de 1'Evangclifte n'aiejit etc apud Matthaeum varie tranfpofita

tranfpofes par quelque accident. legimttir. Qu^od ur.de evenerit, nifi

Biblioth. Choifie, torn. 15. Art. 5. ex perturbatione aliqua eaque anti-

p. 251. quiflnna Schedarum Evangeliftae hu-
c Matthnei folius ex quatuor jus, difficile eft pcrfpicere. Proleg.

Evangeliis textum, eodem quo in p. 5.

"be
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" be accounted for, unlefs we fuppofe it done by fome very
" antient confufion, or diforder, of the fheets (or papers) on
" which this Gofpel was wrote."

This is the hypothefis of thefe two learned men : it is

ftrange a propofition, which feems fo much to need proof,

fhould by them be taken for granted. This is fuch a poftu-

latum, as one very feldom meets with i and it will be fo far

from being granted to Mr. Whiftou to be a truth, that needs

not to be proved, (viz. that St. Matthew wrote his Gofpel on

loofe fcraps of paper) that it will appear to every impartial

examiner to be a moft unreafonable fuppofition. For the

manifefting of this, I {hall offer the beft proof I can ; and if it

fhould be thought by any, that I have been at more pains in

conftating this hypothecs, than was neceiiaryj I deiire it may
be confidere-J, that my arguing tends not only to overthrow

this propofition, about St. Matthew's Gofpel being difordered,

but may be made ufe of (at leaft a good part of it) ag;tinft

Spinoza, Father Simon, and Mr. Whifton's opinion of feveral

books of the Old Teftament, which has been mentioned in

the Preface.

The method I defign to proceed in (hall be ; firft, to fhew,

what the manner cf writing among the antients luas, and parti-

cularly, after what manner the Jews wrote in our Saviour's:

time -

t and froin thence mew, how highly abfurd it is to ima-

gine, that St. Matthew wrote after that manner, which Mr..

Whiflon fuppofcs.

The accounts we have from antiquity of their manner of

writing, are very defective and imperfecl: ;
and it is with no

fmall difficulty and pains, that we are able to fay any thing

clear on this head. The firft and moft antient account that

we have of any writing, is that which Jofephus tells us of the

fons of Seth, before the flood ; viz. that they
"

having made
" fome obfervations about the heavenly bodies, that they might
" not be loft, made two pillars, the one of brick, the other of
"

ftone, on both cf which they wrote the difcoveries they had
" made j &c.

a" It was after this manner the Decalogue was

wrote

fan
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wrote, viz. on tables ofjlone*. In fucceeding ages they were

wont to write, in feveral countries, upon leaves of fome cer-

tain trees, which they found moft convenient to their purpofe.

Pliny tells us, thefe were made ufe of for writing before the in-

vention ofpaper, and particularly the leaves ofpalm-trees*; and

that afterwards they wrote upon the inner bark of fome trees.

What thefe trees were, we are informed by that learned anti-

quary Alexander ab Alexandra . Afterwards, they wrote their

publick records in volumes or rolls of lead, and their private

matters on fine linen and wax, as the fame authors tell us d
;

hence Suidas alfo tells us of writing upon plates or leaves of

lead . And this (if I maybe allowed to guefs) feems to be a

method of writing, which was in ufe in the time of Job, as is

intimated in thefe words, ch. xix. 23, 24. Oh that my words

were now written ; oh that they were printed in a book
; that

they were graven with an iron pen and lead, in the rock for
ever. Hence we read in Suetonius, that Nero made ufe of a

plumbea charta, a plate of lead, called charta, not only becaufe

it was like it in form, but becaufe they ufed to write not only
on paper, but on plates of lead f

.

Afterwards, viz. about the time when Alexander the Great

was in Egypt, the ufe of paper was firft found out ; I do not

mean fuch fort of paper as we now ufe, but the inner coat or

Ikin of the great Egyptian rufh, which they called papyrus,

from whence comes our prefent Englifh word paper. The
coats or thin fkins of this rum, when duly dried and prepared

virlf $ rov i^i huQvysT, T? - et papyro. Liber enim interior

ri mmiMt* r&*? &o pars eft cortu:is,quiB lignocohaerct.
v \. ,/ a - Alex, ab Alexand. Gen. Dicr. 1.

evoi, rr,f pi> IK lo^vyu, Ti

fe X#w, apporlfait ii-
2
'd
C

'p

3

liny, ^d Alexand. ab Alex-
Ta iwpi4*, &c. Antiq. an(j. ibid.

Jud. 1. i. c. 2. . 3. e E jff bMff ,

a Exod. xxxi. 18. and xxxu. 16. c -j ,

, . r . , ouid. ad voc.

fcribehant, ut in chartae paginis.K
.

z
[
uer

.

e a PnnciP' ex *

Calaub. ad loc. Vid. Tacit Annal.
platani, fraxim, acens, popuh al- ,

bae, item fagi et ulni
; aut, licut

Ulpianus cenfuit, ex tilia, philyra,
' for
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for ufe, they called chartts. A larger account of the nature of

this material for writing, the reader may fee in the place of

Pliny laft referred to a
} and concerning the time of its inven-

tion, Polydore Vergil
b

. Now if indeed any of thofe foremen-

tioned had been the method of writing in ufe among the Jews,

when St. Matthew wrote his Gofpel, there had then been a

much better foundation for the conjecture of Mr. Whifton

and Mr. Toinard, than there really is. Had it been then the

cuftom to write upon the leaves of palm-trees, .or the little

fkin or inner bark of any other trees, the leaves of their books

muft have been very fmall, and confequently muft confift of a

great number of feparate pieces and fcraps j and fo perhaps, by
reafon of the

difficulty of fattening them together, would be

more liable to confufion and mifplacing. But it is very cer-

tain none of thefe methods were then in ufe amongft the

Jews. If ever they were in ufe among them, they had now
for a long time been difufed, and another more expedient, and

far more commodious invented, as will appear in the following

chapter.

Priufquam digrediaimir ah auftor ett M. Varro, condita in

pto, ct papyri natura dicetur, JEgypto Alexandria, &c. Plin.
cum chaitae inu maxime humanitas ubf i'up.
vitse conftet et memoria. Et hanc <> De inventor. Remm, 1. 2. c. 8.

Altxandri magni viftoria repertam

CHAP.
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CHAP. XV.

That St. Matthew did not write his Gofpel on fmall Pieces if

Paper) proved by a large Differtation on the Manner, in

which the Antients wrote their Books. The ordinary Method

was to write on large Skins, which were fajlened together^

and rolled up. This the Practice of the Jews long before^

and in our Saviour's Time. The Words opened and clofed

the Book, Luke iv. 17, 20. difcujfed.
The Words, Bring

the Parchments, 2 Tim. iv. 13. confidered. It does not ap-

pear that the Jews made
life of Paper , or any other Material

btfides that mentioned) to write their Books upon.

T TAVING, in the foregoing Chapter, premifed fome fhort

*- -* account of the various methods of writing in ufe among
the antients, I come now to confider, that which was of all

the moft common, viz. the writing on large Jkins of parch-

ment^ which they rolled up. This was the way, in which the

Jews, Greeks, and Romans, wrote their books, both before,

arid in our Saviour's time ; and therefore it is very probable,

this was the way St. Matthew wrote his Gofpel, and not on

fmall fcraps or fcrolls of paper. For the manifefting of this

matter, I will endeavour to {hew,

1. That the ahtients did very much make ufe ofparchment,

or large Jkins, to write upon.

2. That when they had wrote on thefe, they were wont to

foften them together; and roil them up.

3. That the Jews long before our Saviour's time did write

their books after
this manner.

4. That the Jews ufually wrote thus about the time, when

St. Matthew wrote his Gofpel.

Thefe things fully (hewn, will make the fuppofition of St.

Matthew's writing his book upon fmall pieces, or fcraps of

paper (fome of which would not contain above a line or two),

very abfurd and unreafonable.

1 . The antients djd very much ufe parchment',
or large Jkins,

to
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to write upon. This is a matter of fat fo very Well known,
that there needs not be much faid to prove it. Herodotus, who
lived above four hundred years before our Saviour's time, men-

tions it as a very antient cuftom among the lonians;
" The

"
lonians," fays he " have for a long time called their books,

<l
fkins, becaufe in the fcarcity of (Egyptian) paper, they

" made ufe of goat-fkins, and Iheep-fkins; nay, and even in

" our time, many foreign nations write upon fuch fkins ;1 ."

Suidas cites out of fome antient author an account, probably
older than the time of Herodotus, in thefe words h

;
"
He-union,

"
writing down their determinations upon (kins, fent them to

" the enemy." Pliny indeed, out of Varro, gives us an account

of the original of this fort of writing on parchment a long
time afterwards, viz. in the time of Eumenes ; which I think

was near three hundred years before our Saviour's time. The
account is this c

; that there being an emulation or ftrife be-

tween Eumenes and Ptolemy concerning their libraries (viz.

whofe {bould be the largeft), the latter being the King of E-

gypt, forbad the exportation of the Egyptian paper ; where-

upon Eumenes, King of Pergamus, firft invented the ufe of

parchment, and fo from Pergamus that material for writing

was called Pergamena. The fame account, a little more full,

is given us by Alexander ab Alexandro, in the place before

cited d
. I fhall not now difpute concerning the time and an-

tiquity of this invention : if it was even fo late as Varro's ac-

coimt, it is fufficient for my prefent purpofe j for as foon as

K Taj /Si&aj St$$tfus y.a.- though this overthrows Varro's ac-

Vi rS v*\& o."W, or. ?
ount > f

j}

at
t]"

8 ******
/?

r W1
j
it-

, 5.-, me was found, out, when Alexander

ttj ot.p3sfa$ yap
otlruti yf;a4/s o

'EpfAtvt 7Tf/xws Tclf

c. 58. I trandate 'u warn #&*, c

'

^'httone circrbiblio-
the fcarcity of Egyptian paper j thecas m Pto itmsi et Eumenis,

b^caufe the word commonly fig- fupplim nte chartas Ptolemso, i-

nifies io, and nothing elie can be Jem V?.rro membranas Pergami tra-
meant. So the Latin tranflator didit repertas . pijn . Nat . Hift.

paraphvafes it : Bie?;ii, i.e. Scir- j. j^. c . n.
poi-umj per Bibium vidiiur poti-

u Genial. Dier. 1. 2. c. 30.
us inttlligenda papyrus ^Egyptij

it
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it was found out, the ufe of it became very common* ; al-

though I rather incline to think, Varro's ftory not to be true,

as to the time, as Polydore Vergil has well obferved b
; and

Dr. Edwards c
, and after him Dr. Prideaux d have more

largely proved.

2. When they had wrote upon thefe fkins of parchment,

they were wont tofajlen them together^ and roll them up. They
did not cut the parchment into fmall pieces, as we now do

our books ; but all the book was wrote on one long continued

page, confifting of feveral fkins faftened together. To the end

of the fkins was faftened a large ftaff or ftick," round about

which they rolled up the fkins : this, when fo rolled up, they

called Volumen, a volvendo^ i. e. a volume or ra//, and the ftaff

about which it was rolled, they called Umbilicus. And hence

we fo frequently in the Roman authors meet with Membrante^

for the material on which they wrote, Volnmen^ for the book

itfclf when wrote, and ad Umbilicum ducere, to come to the

end of the book 6
. So Martial, in the laft epigram of his

fourth book, (peaking to his book, fays,

Obejamfatis eft, obe Libelle,

'jam pervenimus ufque ad Umbilicos.

And, in another place
f
, fays of his book,

Pictii Itufuriar'u Umbillcis.

So alfo when he is fpeaking to a plagiary, that had ftole his

poems, he tells him g
, he fhould have rather made choice of a

more obfcure book ;

Nee Umbiiicis cultus atque Mcmbrand" .

I will

Poftea promifcue patuit ufus bant inmembranisaut chartis, qHae
rei, qua conftat hominum immor- in rotundum complicabantur A-
talitas. Plin. ibid. pud Ethnicos voluminum fuifle u-

Veiiim ego affirmarem mem- ium fatis indicat proverbium illud,

branas, multo ante quam tradit Ad Umbilicum ducere. Erat enim

Varro, efTc repertas. De Invento- Umbilicus lignum, circa quod
ribus Rer. 1. *. c. 8. chartae defcriptae convolvebantur.

e Of the Authority and Style of Janfen. ad Pfal. xxxix. 1 1 .

the Holy Scriptures, vci. z. c. 3.
f Lib. 3. Epig. 2.

< Connect, of the Hiftoryot'the Lib. i. Epig. 67.
Old and New Tcitament, vol. i. h Nee Umbiiicis fultus, i.e. cu-

b. 7. jus Umbilicus, is eft bacillus cedri-
e Veteres enim non folum He- nus, buxeus, cupreflinus, &c. ex-

brzi, led ct Ethnici, fcribcre (ble- trcmx paginx, abibluto jam opere,
aflutus j
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I will not be at the pains to collect any more inftances, for

the proof of this matter. It is fufficiently known to thole,

who are verfed at all in antiquity, and will more fully appear,

when we confide r,

3.
That the Jews, long before our Saviour* i time^ did write

their leaks after this manner. There cannot be the leaft

doubt, but the Jews, as well as other nations, did make ufe of

the ikins of feveral animals to write upon, long before that

period we mentioned ; for Ariftseas, in his Hiftory of the

Translation of the Bible by the Seventy, tells us 3
, that Pto-

lemy fent mefiengers to Eleazar the high-prieft for the Jew-
ifh Law, becaufe they had it wrote in Jkins^ or parchment^ in

Hebrew letters. Jofephus alfo, who relates the fame hiftory,

tells us, that when the feventy-two elders were come down

to Egypt, they came with^prefents to the King, and the parch-

ments, in which they had the Law, wrote in letters of gold j

that when they were unfolding the books, and {hewing them,

to the King, he was furprized at the finenefs or thinnefs of>the

parchment, and that they were fo fewed or faftened together,

that it was impoflible to perceive the feams, or the place

where one fkin was faftened to another b
. Whether the hif-

tory of Ariftasas, and this chapter of Jofephus, be true or not,

I need not enquire ; the world has been
fufficiently troubled

with that difpute already. There have been fome, who have

even made the place of Jofephus now cited, an argument

againft this hiftory. Rivet, for inftance c
, would perfuade us,

that the Jews never would write their Law in golden letters :

and the very learned Chamier d
calls the ftory of Ptolemy's ad-

aiTiiiUS ;
vel umbilici cxtremita^cs, u.a,eot$ o stffk\ivf TV; iffvtl7r~<>s

qua?, complicatis in volunwn mem- ^ '

f ^ thhlk it woulj be
branis, utrinque apparent, cornua

5
. , ,

;

~

^.upcllantur, chore, are-ento, vel auro
)ca"

^
'

, , ,

^

ornantur. Farnab. ad loc. See *** awsnywro*, i "/a;

.i.o !. 5. Epig. 6. v;
5-ao-o, &rc. Antiq. Jud. lib.

a
Aii% TO yfac5"-Sa .wap'

c. z.

ns
in

mit.__ _ ^
onl upon a fable of the RabbinSj

Tut *$9tf2f, ij iy!i"/fxy.- that the Law was to be wrote only
with ink of fuch a fort.

d Panttrat. Cathol. vol. 1 . 1. i ,-

c. 4.. . 11.

VOL. III. S ""ring
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miring the finenefs of the parchment, a xsimXo^ia or ^uxgo^Xc-

rtpix ; he means that it is an idle ftory, which deferves no
credit. But, as I faid, I need not difpute the truth of the

ftory ; I take it for granted that Ariftaeas, or whoever he was

that was the author of that hiftory under his name, lived be-

fore our Saviour's time. Dr. Hody
a himfelf owns it, and has

endeavoured to prove it ; and if fo, let the hiftory be fuppofed

never fo falfe, yet it cannot be fuppofed a perfon would write

of a cuftom, which never had been. The fame may be faid

alfo of the paflage cited out of Jofephus; viz. that he believed

this was the method of writing among the Jews, in the reign
of Ptolemy Philadelphus, almoft three hundred years before

our Saviour's time. It is worth our obferving, that the moft

antient Jews, as well as Jofephus, were of this opinion, that

the old way of writing the Law was upon parchment ; hence

the Chaldee Paraphraft, fuppofed by the Jews to be Jonathan

(who wrote the Targum on the Prophets, and lived in or be-

fore our Saviour's time), fays in his tranflation of thefe words,

Deut. xxxi. 24. that Mofes wrote the Law NIDD by upon parch-

ment. Whether this be fo or not, is very uncertain. Dr. Pri-

deaux b
,
it feems, is of the fame opinion ;

'* It muft," fays he,
w be acknowledged, that the authentick copy of the Law,
<f which Hilkiah found in the Temple, and fent to King Jo-
"

fiah, was of this material, none other ufed for writing being
" of fo durable a nature, as to Lift from Mofes's time till then,

" which was eight hundred and thirty years." However the

matter of fadl be, I will not now enquire ; only obferve, by

the by, the inefficiency of the Dean's argument ; for

1. It is far from being evident, that the book, which Hil-

kiah found, was that which was wrote by Mofes. We are

told exprefsly, that when Solomon, at the dedication of the

Temple, brought up the ark, there was nothing found in it,

lut the tiuo tables offtone^
which Mofes had put there, i Kings

viii. 9.

2. Suppofe it was the book wrote by Mofes, it does not fol-

> Contra Hiftor. Arifteae de b Conneft. of the Hift. of the

LXX. Interpret, cap. 20. Old Tcft. Part i. b. 7. in fin.

low
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low that it was of parchment, becaufe it lafted fo long ; for

the other materials of writing, made ufe of by the antients,

were no lefs durable than this. A deep incifion into brafs,

lead, ftone, or perhaps wax, was, if duly preferved, likely to

laft as long as any fort of ink on parchment. Mofes's tables

of ftone, we are allured, were in being at the dedication of the

Temple, i Kings viii. 9. (which was the fpace of almoft five

hundred years), and very probably continued to the deftruction

of it ; and other monuments of antiquity have continued le-

gible a much longer time.

But to return, it is evident from what has been faid, that

the Jews before our Saviour's time did write upon parchment,

or the (kins of animals. I am now further to fhcw, that they

made their books after the manner that has been defcribcd,

viz. by rolling the (kins upon a ftaff, when they were fattened

together. Now inafmuch as we have few (if any at all be-

fides the Canonical ones of the Old Teftament) of the books

of the Jews, that were wrote before our Saviour's time, it is

impoffible to give fo clear an account of their way of writing,

as of the Heathens, whofe books we have. Befides thofe tef-

timonies of jofephus, Ariftaeas, and Jonathan, I know not

any. Some intimations of this matter in the Old Teftament

indeed there are, which, if duly confidered, will evidence to

us the manner of their writing. For inftance, it is apparent

that the Jewifh books were rolled up, from the name given

them in the Old Teftament : as the Romans made ufe of the

word wlmmn (a vofocndo^ from its being rolled up), to denote

a book ; ib the Jews made ufe of the words r6:iD and p^.\

which fignify the very fame as volume^ derived from 7}$ to

roll. The laft of thefe words we find, Ifai. viii. I. God com-

mands the Prophet to take 'pnj jv^j, a large roll, and write

therein, &c. The former we meet with feveral times in the

Prophets % fometimes joined with the word ncr, a book^ and

fometimes not. It occurs once in the Pfalms, viz. xl. 7. as

it is written concerning me in the volume of thy book^ ~|DD

r^JOU, '. e. r convolutions libri, or according to a very cora-

Jer. xxxvi. 2. 14.. 20, Sec. Ezek. ii. 9. and iii. i, i, -,. Ztch. v. i, i.

S 2 mon
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mon and known Hebraifm, in libra convoluto^ \. e. in the book

that is rolled up, as the book of the Law then was. This in-

terpretation is plain, and I need not be at the pains to cite the

criticks and commentators, to fupport it ; I think they almoft

all agree, that this word was made ufe of to fignify a book a
,

hecaufe their books were rolled up, and fo we have traced this

cuftom as far as David's time. I muft not omit obferving

here, that the Seventy feem to have understood this place

otherwife, when they tranflate it, l x<pax& j3ixi, and that the

old Latin tranflator after them renders it, in Capitc Ulri ;

which has made fome Popifh commentators believe, that we

are to underftand, thefum of the book. But it does not much

concern us, how the Seventy have rendered it, nor indeed

fhould I have mentioned it, if St. Paul had not feemed to

juftify their tranflation, by making ufe of their words, ! pa-

*& jSiCxia, &c. Heb. x. 7. I fold, feertttd
to jujlify, for though

St. Paul, and other writers of the New Teftament, did un-

doubtedly make ufe of the Septuagint, or fome Greek tranf-

lation, in citing out of the Old Teftament ; yet their ufing it,

does not alv/ays juftify it, as though it were a juft tranflation

of the original. It is certain the writers of the New Tefta-

ment made ufe of the Greek verfion fometimes, where the

tranflators plainly miftook the words they tranflated ; and the

reafon why they thus followed them in their miftakes, was,

becaufe they wrote to, and for thofe, who made ufe of thefe

Bibles ; and it might probably have been of very bad confe-

tjuence, had they gone about to correct or alter them b
. But

perhaps after all, 10D JT&38 may be juftly tranflated by the

Seventy, S^XK #&, and X.E<PAK may fignify the very fame

thing as 'volume. So our learned countryman, Mr. Fuller,

has by an ingenious criticifm endeavoured to prove
e
. I would

only obferve further here, that Aquila and Symmachus tranf-

late this word in its juft fenfe, a ro!/
9 and fo Theodoret under-

s Vid. Janfen. Genebrard. &c. b See concerning this nutter
ad loc. Sixt. Scnenf. Bihlioth. Rivet. Ilagog. in S. Script, c. 10,

banct. 1. 2. ad voc. Volumen. Cai- and Place. IHyric. Par. ^. Tracl. i.

tell. Buxtoif. et SchindJcr ad ^J dc Evangeliit.

fcfe liai. xxxiv. 4.
c Mifcell. Sacr. 1. 2. c. 10.

ftcxxl
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ftood it % and the Seventy themfelves have very frequently
tranflated this word ^^TW

b
. I fhall take it then for granted,

that the word r6:Q proves, that the Jews before our Savi-

our's time were wont to roll up their books. I add,

4. That the Jews ufually wrote thus about the time, when

St. Matthew wrote hi's Gofpel. That it was thus in our Sa-

viour's time, feems to be very evident from thofe words,

Luke iv. 17. And when he had opened the book, &c. and ver,

20. And he clofed the book, &c. The two Greek words,

aawTt-|as and vrrvl-sts, tranflated opened and
closed,

do evidently

intimate to us, what fort of a book it was in which our Savi-

our read. They fignify to unfold,
and to fold up again, or (if

I may ufe the word) to unroll and to roll up again, as every

body knows who has met with thefe words in the Greek au-

thors ; and fo here a>9r|aj TO /Si&u'o* meaneth his taking the

parchment off the roll, and drawing it out in length to read
it,

and irrvl-ets to #& means his rolling it up again round the

ftaff.
' ' The word dvuvTvirffu," fays a learned critick a

,
" re-

"
fers to the manner of writing among the Jews, which was

" not in parchment or paper fewed together, as we now ufe i

** but in one continued page or long roll, and that folded up,
" to fave it from duft or other harm." In this fenie alfo the

word is ufed by the LXX. 2 Kings xix. 44. Hezekiah re-

ceived the letter, or little books, r * (
as the LXX tranflate

the word GjnDDn), *.} aiveinv& oLv-roL, andfpread them, or laid

them open. Hence it was well obferved by Grotius, that thefe

two words anfwer to the Latin ones evolvere and convoheret

\. e. tofold and unfold
A

; and I would obferve, that the Greek.

*<ru h J. xxxvi.

T il
C

?'
Hammond on Luke Iv. 17.

H
?
O

* AwHrnsrirw ^Ou dl evol-

rrS&i 'JSa. ""?>
*> t*#*totfe- Jam

Theodoret. ad Pfal. xl. 8 . Idem, in Hebneorum, ut et Latinorum, hbri

_ . ... A .,* .
~

\ ,. v erant volumina
;
nine evotvtrt u-

Ezek. m. M^^i xX T i^ra
bj

.um d ckeronem> at ue alios .

^^. Apud Suicer. m Theiuur. idem eft ,wo/.w;v Livio et Marti .

Vid. et Var. Left, et i^ qû voce tt hic ufus t

Schoi. in LXX. Hence Suidas al!b, tinus interpres. Grot, ad loc. See

at the word Kt^oXs' T^v Kt^et- Keza, Chemnit. Cornel, ad Lapid.

Ma, Ttj i?Xu/* ^cr>.
Le Clerc, Whitby, &c, ad loc.

S word
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word tnttrffu was fo very commonly ufed for this fort offold-

ing and rolling up their books
-, that, as the Jews called their

books nte, from their being thus rolled up, and the Romans

called theirs volumina for the fame reafon ; fo, upon the very

fame account, the Greeks formed the words wrvyF* and

v-rvuriot, irvx-rls and wxrlov, to denote a book, or a writing on

parchment, that was thus folded or rolled up
a

: hence S-J*

avx-rls is often ufed by the Greek Fathers for the facred Scrip-

ture b
. From all which I think it is very fair to conclude,

that the book which our Saviour read in the fynagogue at Na-

zareth, was of that fort which has been defcribed, viz. a vo-

lume ofparchment.

The matter I am upon, may receive fome confirmation

from St. Paul's charge to Timothy
e

; The cloak that I
left

at

Troas with Carpus, when thou come/?, bring with tbee, and the

bonks, but
efpecially the parchments. I will not now enquire

whether the word pai^y, which we have tranflated a cloak,

fignifies a parchment roll or not. According to Phavorinus

it does ri

; and I can fee no reafon why our tranflators fhould

render it a cloak, but becaufe Beza (whom they continually

followed, and often even in his miftakes) had done fo before

them. Whether this fignifies a parchment roll or no, there

can be little reafon to doubt but ptpCgaras does. Dr. Ed-

wards has fomewhere told us, that he fuppofes the parchments
here mean the (kins, which the Apoftle made ufe of in his

trade of tent-making ; but there is not the leaft foundation for

this fancy. It would feem indeed at firft, that the parchments
and books, which St. Paul defires him to bring, were diftinft

things ; but there is no need at all of fuppofing fo. The

Apoftle feems here to make ufe of a form of fpeech, very com-

mon in the Scriptures and all language ; viz. repeating the

fame thing in different words j Bring the little cbeji (or

Uvifti,, TO /2ixv, Suicl. ad d Vid. Heinf. Exerc. Sacr. ad
vcc. loc. and Dr. Hammond, who alfo

" Sacra Scripttira hac voce (fcil.
takes it in this fenie. Jerome alfo

n^xrij) fsepe defignatur. Suicer. tells us, that Ibme in his time un.

Thefaur. Eccjef. advoc. derftood by 0a*Aowi, Vohimen He-
c 2 Tim. iv. 13. braicam. Ail Damaf. Qo;eft. z.

fatcbel,
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fatchel, for fo I take the word <paXo'i) which I
left

at Troas

and the books ; but efpecially the parchments, \. e. the books.

The old Gyriack interpreter tranflates the word <pxov*, which

we tranflate a cloak, fcOnD n sn i. e. a chejl of books or writings,

and pipCgaMK, which we tranflate parchments, he renders

N^jm WO i. e. a bundle of parchment rolls. The Syriack
word here is the very fame with the Hebrew one, of which

we have fpoke already ; fo that, whether St. Paul here meant

parchment rolls or not, it is certain the Syriack interpreter,

who lived about that time (as will be hereafter proved),

thought he did ; which is fufficient to my prefent purpofe.

Another place of the New Teftament, from whence we

may conclude that to have been the method of writing in ufe

among the Jews, which has been defcribed, viz. on parchment

rolls, is that, Rev. vi. 14. The heaven departed as a fcroll,

when it is rolled together, &c. The original word, which we
have translated 2.

fcroll,
is /3ixio, a book ; and fo here is a ma-

nifeft allufion to the cuftom of rolling up their books or

parchments, on which they wrote at that time a
.

I fhall not feek for any farther proofs of this matter, only

would obferve, that there is a pafTage in Polycarp's Epiftle to

the Philippians, which if it do not prove the point in hand,

yet may itfelf be explained from what has been faid. In the

clofe of his Epiftle, he tells the Philippians, that the Epiftles

of Ignatius vTro-rrra.yy.iw nVl, were annexed or fubjoined (fub-

ietfrt feint according to the old Latin Verfion) to his own

Epiftle. This feems capable of no other meaning, than that

at the end, or bottom of the roll, on which his Epijlle was wrote,

werefaftened together thefkins, on which Ignatius's were wrote.

And thus I have largely confidered, what the method of

writing was among the Jews before our Saviour's time, and

about that time when St. Matthew wrote ; and now, I think,

I may juftly draw my conclufion, that St. Matthew did not

write his Gofpel on fmall fcraps or fcrolls of paper. Why
fhould he write in a method fo very different from all his co-

temporaries ? If every one elfe wrote on large fkins of parch-

There is the very fame allufion or companion, Ifai. xxxiv. 4.

S 4 ment,
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ment, is it credible that he would write upon fmall fcraps of

paper, or of any other material whatfoever ? As for the Egyp-
tian paper, it is a very great queftion, whether it was ever in

ufe among the Jews at all. I have not yet feen any reafon to

believe that it was ; there is not, that I know of, the leaft in-

timation of any fuch thing, either in the Old or New Tefta-

meat, or Jofephus. But let us take it for granted, that the

Jews, as well as other nations, did make ufe of this fort of pa-

per; it will not follow, that St. Matthew had any need to write

his Gofpel on fmall pieces or fcraps of it. I am very apt to

think, that the fize of this paper was as large, as that which we

now ordinarily make ufe of. We read feveral times in an-

tient writers, of {hips or boats made of this papyrus ; They make

boats ofpapyrusy and
fails ofits bark

y fays Pliny
a

; and in an-

other place, he mentions naves papyraceas
b
, Jbips made ofpa-

pyrus : Plutarch alfo talks of tram^o* ar.*^, boats ofpapyrus
c
.

I cannot omit mentioning here the opinion of feveral learned

men, that the ark or boat, into which Mofes was put on the

river in Egypt, was made of this papyrus. So Grotius,y^/-

lamfcirpeam, i. e. ex papyro ; and, to confirm his interpreta-

tation, he cites this verfe of Lucan, lib. 4. v. 136.
d

Conferitur bibula Memphitis cymba papyro.

This opinion feems to be confirmed from thofe words ofthe

prophet,Ifai. xviii. I, 2. Wo to the landjhadovjing ivithwings^

which is beyond the rivers of Ethiopia ;
that fcndeth ambaffa-

ffars by the fea^ even in veffels of bulrujhes upon the waters,

Here we not only read of veflels made of bulrufties, in or near

Egypt ; but what is very obfervable, the fame word is put here,

to denote that of which thefe veflels were made, NDJ */D:T,

which is ufed to denote that of which Mofes's ark was made,

NM ron, Exod. ii. 3. So then, if the Egyptian papyrus was

thus large, though the Jews did ufe it, yet it is not at all

* Ex papyro navigia texunt, et e Doughteium in Analeft. Sacr. Ex-
libro vela. Hift. Natur. 1. 13. curf. 156. where other like in-

c. ii. (lances are produced.
b L.6. c. za. d Annot. ad ExoJ. ii. 3.
c In Lib. de If. et Olir. apud

likely
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likely St. Matthew would write upon fmall fcraps and fcrolls -

T

efpecially if we confider, how verffmaU, and many thefe fcraps

and fcrolls were j which fhall be the fubjeft of the following

chapter.

After all that has been faid in this chapter, I confefs there

might have been fome other methods of writing in ufe among
the Jews, in our Saviour's time. There is another way men-

tioned by St. Luke, chap. i. 63. And he ajkedfor a writing-

table, and wrote, &c. What fort of writing-table this was,

and what the proper meaning of the word nx.^K here is,

feems not very eafy to be told. Tertullian % and after him

feveral others b
, fuppofe it to be a wax-table : whether this

opinion be true or not, I cannot determine. The Romans
were wont tc write their letters, and other fmaller matters, on

fuch tables ; perhaps Zacharias might write on fuch a one,

and perhaps it might be on a little thin ftone table, fuch as we
now commonly ufe. Yet neither of thefe was the material, of

which their books were compofed ; and I remember, Tully
mentions the transferring the contents ofthefefort oftables inta

books
c
. Their books and their tables were therefore different.

Befides this, I do not find there is in the facred writings, or

any where elfe, any intimation of another method of writing,

in ufe among the Jews about this time ; and therefore, fmce it

has been proved to be the ordinary method of the Jews to

write their books on long rolls of parchment, I conclude St.

Matthew alfo wrote his Gofpel fo, and not, as Mr. Whifton

fays, upon fmall pieces of paper ; which will more fully appear*

in the following chapter.

' At enim Zacharias temporal!
b

Erafrmis, Gualtperius, Hcin-
vocis orbatione mulftatus mani- fius, et alii, ad loc.

bus fuis a corde diftat, et nomen c
Literae, liturzque omnes affi-

filii fine ore pronuntiat j loquitur in mulatae, expreflae, de tabulis inlibros

Stylo, auditur in Cera, &c. Lib. transteruntur. Orat. vjj. inVerrem,
dt. Idololat. 0.23. verf. fin.

CHAP.
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CHAP. XVI.

Mr. Wbijhrf s jlrange Sifppojition, of St. Matthew's writing,

this Part of bis Gofpel on fmall Pieces of Paper , con-

futed from the Confederation of their Number and unequal
Size. A Table of them, by wbicb it appears that tbey were

at leajt twenty in Number^ of very different Sizes. Some

containedfeveral Chapters, others but a few Verjes, others

but one Verfe. The Improbability of St. Matthew's writing

thus. The Size of the Parchment Rolls, on which the Jews
wrote.

THE improbability of St. Matthew's writing his Gofpel

upon fmall pieces of paper (as Mr. Whifton fuppofes

he did), will appear much greater, if we confider the number

andfixe of tbefe feveralpapers.

It is an old and true faying of the philofopher, 'Eo? drova

ooSsVro?, woXXa a.*a.y*aut>v ir ffVfjiSa'atM ; One abfurdity advanced)

necejfarily
leads a perfon into many others to maintain it. For

as truth needs not to be, nor indeed can be, fupported by that

uhich is falfe ;
fo that which is falfe, cannot be fupported by

any thing which is true. A ftrange fondnefs to be reputed

the authors of fome new difcovery, and a great unwillingnefs

to be of the fame opinion with the greateft part of the world,

often betrays very learned men into thofe abfurdities, which

elfe they would never have fallen into or maintained. I do

not fay,
nor do I believe, this was the cafe with Mr. Whif-

ton ; and yet I cannot but think, that it was a too great zeal

for his new opinion, which hindered him from feeing the con-

fequences of it : .nothing elfe could have prevented a genius fo

penetrating,
from difcovering thofe confequences of his opi-

nion, which I am now about to obferve.

His hypothefis (as has been faid already) is, that the feveral

parts or periods of this fortner part of St. Matthew's Gofpel^

were written at Jirji feparately^ and upon feveral dtflinfl pa-

pers ; which were put together in their prefent order by thofe^
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who ({id not perfectly know the true feries of the hijtory. So

then every one of the tranfpofed and mifplaced branches, be it

larger, or lefler, was written on a diftinct feparate piece of pa-

per. Now there can be no better argument to confute this

hypothecs, than the confideration of thejize and number of

thefe papers. Upon due examination we fhall find the num-
ber to be no lefs than twenty, in this fmall part of the hiftory,

of very different and unequalftzes ; as will appear by the fol-

lowing table, made out of Mr. Whifton's Harmony.

A 'table of the feveral dijlinfl paper s, on which, according to

Mr. Whifton, St. Matthew at
firjl wrote his Go/pel, with

the number of verfes, ofwhich each part or paper didconjlft.

N. B. I have in this Table obferved the order of Mr. Whif-

ton's Harmony.

The papers on which St.

Matthew wrote, fmce mif-

placed.

1. Ch. viii. 14 17.

2. viii. 2 4.

3. ix. 217.
4. xii. I 21.

5. iv. 23 25. and v. i.

6. viii. i.

7. v. 2, &c. vi and vii.

8. viii. 5 13.

9. xi. 2 to the end.

JO. xii. 22 50. and-

xiii. I 53. /

11. viii. 18.

12. viii. 23 34. and")

ix. i. J

13. viii. 19 22.

14. ix. 1834.
15. xiii. 5458.
16. ix. 3538. andx. l

and xi. I. *

The number of verfes, of

which each paper did con-

fift.

1. Four verfes.

2. Three verfes.

3. Sixteen verfes.

4. Twenty-one verfes.

5. Four verfes.

6. One verfe.

7. A hundred and ten.

8. Nine verfes.

9. Twenty- nine verfes.

10. Eighty-one verfes.

11. One verfe.

12. Thirteen verfes.

13. Four verfes.

14. Seventeen verfes.

15. Five verfes.

1 6. Forty-feven verfes.

Thcfe
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Th.Te are the feveral parts of St. Matthew's Gofpel, which

Mr. Whifton fuppofes mifplaced ; befides thefe, there is alfo

another branch in the former part of this Gofpel, which he

has in his Harmony placed contrary to the order of our pre-

ient copies ;
and confequently, muft according to this hypo-

theiis be mifplaced, and fo alfo be wrote upon a feparate and

diftinct piece of paper. That which I mean, is the account

of our Lord's temptation by the Devil in the mountain,

chap. iv. 8, &c. This evidently implies the diflocation of

two other branches, and confequently their being wrote alfo

on feparate pieces of paper. Thefe papers, and the number of

veries are,

17. Ch. iv. 8 11. 17. Three

18. and ver. 58. 18. Three

19. and ver. 12 22. 19. Twelve

Thus it is evident, that, according to Mr. Whifton, St.

Matthew muft have wrote this former part of his Gofpel upon

twentyfeveral pieces ofpaper ; although we fuppofe that the

three firft chapters, and the four firft verfes of the fourth,

were all wrote upon one. But is this a thing credible ? efpe-

cially
if we look upon the foregoing table, and fee of what

very different fizes thefe papers were, fome to contain two or

three long chapters^ others only two or three Jhort verfes, and

others only one. What reafon can poflibly be afligned, why
this infpired Apoflie fhould write after this manner ? I re-

member Diogenes Laertius, in the Life of Cleanthes, tells

us % that that philofopher
"

being poor, and wanting money
" to buy paper, was wont to write the lectures and difcourfcs

" of his mafter Zeno on fmall (hells or bones of oxen." But

however poor our Saviour's Apoftles were, we can hardly

fuppofe them forced to any fuch neceffity as this : St. Mat-

thew certainly was able to procure a few fldns of parchment
to write his Gofpel upon; and, if he was, nothing can excufc

iv K orfzxa, xsc &<- 'l-vyia'oc(7^an ^ctai'iot. Diog.

-/p'fjjir, 7rp J-xfcs Lacrt. in Vit. Cltaiif. . 174-.

him
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him for writing it as Mr. Whifton fuppofes. He could not

but forefee his Gofpel fo wrote, muft be liable to confufion

and dislocation j and can it be fuppofed, that an infpired writer

would have no more regard to that which was dictated to

him by God's holy Spirit ? Would he be fo unaccountably
carelefs in writing that which was defigned for the benefit of

mankind in all ages of the world ? A perfon of an ordinary

capacity, in writing a common book, cannot be fuppofed to

have wrote after fuch a manner, and much lefs an accurate

ivriter under the conduft ofdivine Infpiration (as Mr. Whifton
allows St. Matthew to have been), in writing one of the moft

ufeful books, and of the moft important confequence to the

world, that ever was wrote.

The foregoing reafoning may (if indeed it needed any) re-

ceive fome confirmation, from the confideration of St. Mat-
thew's character ; he was a Publican^ and therefore more

likely to be exact and accurate in his writing, than others.

The Publicans were cuftom-houfe officers, whofe bufmefc

was to take an account of the importation and exportation of

goods, and to collect the money or duty which was laid upon
them. For this purpofe they had (as Cicero tells us *) their

tabulas accepti et expenji, which were very exact accounts of

what they expended^ and what they received^ and were upon

proper occafions (if not always) transferred into books^ and

transmitted to Rome b
. Of this occupation was St. Matthew,

one whofe bufmefs was writing ; and is it at all probable, that

fuch a one would write after the manner Mr. Whifton fup-

pofes ? If he was no more careful in the keeping of his ac-

counts, than this fuppofes him to be in writing his Gofpel,

truly he was but a very bad officer.

It may not be improper, before I conclude this argument,

to fhew fomewhat of thcfae of theft parchment rolls^ on which

the Jews were ivont to write ; that fo comparing thefe with

thole pieces of paper, on which Mr. Whifton fuppofes Sf.

Matthew to have wrote, that fuppofition may appear the more

unreafonable.

* Orat. in Verr. vii. . :26. * Ciecr, ibid. verf. fin.

It
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It is very certain thefe rolls were of very different fixes ;

the prophet Ifaiah was commanded to prepare a great roll,

chap. viii. I. and Jeremiah prepared fuch a one, as contained

all the prophecies God hadfpoke by him againjl Ifrael and Ju-
dab, from the days ofjofiah unto that time, chap, xxxvi. 2.

i. e. as many as he had received in the fpace of twenty-three

yearsy as appears by the chronology, and chap. xxv. 3. Jo-

fephus, when he had finifhed his hiftory of the Jewifh Anti-

quities, fays, it was ptim; pl v.w m^^^rr,^ folded up in

twenty volumes or books. The expreffion (if I do not miftake

it) feems to imply, that each of thefe books was a diftinft vo-

lume ; and fo every one of them was of a larger fize, than the

whole of St. Matthew's Gofpel would have made. He adds

further, that thefe twenty books contained fixty thoufand r%s*

or lines ; and fince thefe books were moft of them contrived

by the author to be pretty near of a fize, we may conclude

that, one with another, each of thefe volumes contained about

three thoufand lines ; and fuch volumes muft needs a contain

a great many fkins of parchment.

Maimonides out of the Talmud tells us, that the parch-

ments, on which the Jews wrote their bibles, were to be fix

hands in breadth, and fix in length
b

; and fo the prefent Jews,

retaining the old cuftom of their nation, write the law which

they ufe in their fynagogues, in one fuch large volume c
.

And if Father Simon is to be believed, the Jews have not al-

tered the antient cuftom, but have juft fuch volumes in their

synagogues now, as formerly they had. There is a contro-

verfy between that Father and the learned Ifaac Voflius on that

head ; the former contending, that " the Pentateuch, or five

" books of Mofes, did all make but one volume ;" the latter,

" that they were as many volumes as books." The former

* After a computation of the were in Jofephus's own rmnufcript.
number of lines m one of the clo(< ft

b Vide Leulden. Diflert. 34.. de

Qfour printed editions in folio, in Pentateuch. Manufcriptis, p. 399,
which the Greek taketh the whole and Dr. Prideaux's Connexion of

breadth of the page, I find the num- the Hilt, of the Old and NewTtft.
her of lines in the print, does not Part i. b. 5.

amount to very much above a third c Vid. Leufden. loc. cit.

part of the number of lines, that

aflerts,
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aflerts,
"

they were one volume in the time of Chrift j" the

latter fays ;
" the contrary is evident from the hiftory of Ari-

"
ftzeas, which mentions the law as written in feveral vo-

" lumes j" and adds,
" that of the infinite number of books

" there are in the world divided into volumes, there is not
" one in all antiquity which can be evidenced to have been
" as big a volume, as half the Pentateuch would have made.'*

He concludes aflerting the prefent fynagogue books to be

morefor Jhew^ than for itfe?
&c. a It does not feem very ma-

terial, which of thefe learned gentlemen was in the right :

either of their opinions being fiippofed true, fufRciently evi-

dences the abfurdity of imagining St. Matthew to have wrote

fo fmall a part of his Gofpel, on fo many pieces of paper as

have been mentioned.

Thus I have endeavoured to (hew the unreafonablenefs of

fuppofing St. Matthew to have wrote after that manner,

which Mr. Whifton fuppofes : after the clofeft confideration

of the matter, I am not able to conceive of any thing, which

could be the motive or reafon of St. Matthew's writing thus.

Perhaps it may be faid, he wrote down his accounts of mat-

ters as they came to pafs, left they fhould flip his memory ;

but this fuppofition is upon many accounts groundlefs and

falfe, feveral of thefe things having come to pafs before St.

Matthew was called, and almoft all the parts or periods fo in-

troduced, as to imply a connection (though not in point of

time) with the preceding and following parts of the hiftory,

But a fuller anfwer to this opinion I do not think myfelf yet

obliged to make ; only would refer the reader to the foregoing

table.

As to the hints, which Mr. Whifton propofes, to reftore

thefe difoidered parts to their true order again, I cannot think,

that, befides what has been already faid, they require any par-

ticular confideration. I would only make this one remark

Cum infiniti fuperiint Hbri in e:equet. VofT. Refponf. aditerat.

volumina diftinfti, vcl unum in tota P. Simon. Objeft. p. 371, et ejuf-

antiquitateo{tendaturvolunu-n,quod deni Rtfjiuiif. ad urtiu; Simon,

ad tantam excidcat mo!an, ut vcl Objeft. p.ys-
dimidiam librpsun) Moyiii parte:n

from
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from them, viz. that he, who did tranfpofe them, muft be one

that was very well acquainted with the Gofpel hiftory ; and

fuch a one could not poflibly make fuch blunders as thefe.

Hut I leave this, and the more particular confideration of this

matter, to thofe who ftiall judge it necefiary.

CHAP. XVII.

Jlfr, lyhijlorfs Obfervation^ that our prefent Greek Copies of
this Gofpel are a TranJIation out of Hebrew^ and for that

Reafon more liable to the Diforder, which he
fuppofcs^ conji-

dered. St. Matthciu did not write his Gofpel in Hebrew,

though it is ajjerted by nil the Fathers. The Fathers have

frequently (one after another} fallen into thefame Mijlake in

Matters of Fafl. How they came tofall into this Mi/lake,

viz. by taking the Gofpel of the Nazarenes and Ebionitesfor
the true authentick Gofpel of St. Matthew. The Fathers

were under a Sort of NeceJJity of believing this Mijlake,

THE remaining part of what Mr. Whifton fays, _

li(h his proportion, confifts of an obfervation or two,

which he imagined would make it appear more probable, and

give fome light in this matter to fome future inquiries ; and

a vindication of hlmfelffromfuch cenfures, as theJlrangenefs of
the proportion would occajion

a
.

The two obfervations which Mr. Whifton makes, are, he

fays, inftead of fome conjeiflures which he once defigned to

have offered, how thefe fe&ions came to be fo ftrangely tranf-

pofed. It is to be lamented, that any thing fhould have been

the unhappy means of preventing fo good a defign. Mr.

Whifton's zeal for truth, and his indefatigable endeavours to

find it out, perfuade me, that nothing but the impoflibility of

Pag. in.

accomplishing
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accomplifhing his defis;n, would have prevented him in purfu-

ing it. For my part (as I have already faid) I cannot fee any

other way of accounting for the diforder, than that which Mr.

Whifton and Mr. Toinardhave taken, and which has been

considered in the two foregoing chapters.

I proceed now to confide r Mr. Whifton's two obferva-

tions j the rlrft is this, viz. " The prefent copies of St. Mat-
" thew are only a tranfhtion from the Hebrew (in which lan-

<f
guage aM antiquity affirm that Gofpel was written), and

"
may therefore more probably have been fubiecl: to fotne

" confufion and diforder than any of the reft, whofe own co-
**

pies we ftill have in the fame language wherein they were
"

originally written by their authors."

This obfervation of Mr. Whifton's will appear to be no

fupport to his hypothecs, when the two following proportions
are duly confidered.

1 . That St. Matthew's Gofpel^ in our prefent copies, is not a

tranjlation out of Hebrew, but the original Greek
itfelf,

in

which that Evangclift wrote.

2. Suppojing our prefent Greek copies are a tranjlation out of

Hebrew, yet they were not, for that reafon, at all the more

likely to fujfer any'fuch dijlocations or diforder, as Mr. Whifton

fuppofes.

I . St. Matthew's Gcfpcl} in our prefent copies, is not a tranf-

lation out of Hebrew, but the original Greek
itfelf,

in ivhich

that EvangeliJJ wrote. I own indeed with Mr. Whifton, that

all antiquity hath affirmed this: I cannot find, that fo much as

any one of the antieatsdid believe this Gofpel originally wrote

in Gieek. Papias
a
, Irenzeus b

, Origen
c

, Jerome
d
, Auftin %

Eufebius f
, Theophylaft

g
, and feveral others'1

, do all agree

1
Apud Eufeb. Hilt. Eccl. 1. 3.

e De Confcnf. Evang. 1 i. c. s.

c. i<).
f Hift. Eccl. 1. 3. c. 24..

" Adv. Haeref. 1. 3. c. i. Prastat. in Matih.
c
Apud Euicb. Hill. Eccl. 1. 6. h There are k-veral others, (viz.

c. 15. Cyril of Jerufalem, Chryfoftom,
>J Proem, in Comment. Sup. &c.) cited by Du Pin in his Hilt.

Mnrth.et in Catalog. Scriptor.Eccl. of the Canon of the New Tcft.

advoc. Matth. vol.ii. c.z.. 3. but 1 have thim not.

VOL. III. T te
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to aflure us, that this Gofpel was originally wrote in Hebrew.

I (hall not go about particularly to confider each of thefe tefti-

monies ; Dr. Whitby has already done this, as to the moft

confiderable of them *, in his Prefatory Difcourfe to ths Four

Evangel'ifts : inftead of this, I will make a few obfervations,

which may help to give fome light into this matter.

i. It is certain, that a great many of the Fathers have

fallen into the fame miftake, not only in matters of mere fpe-

culation (which was very common), but alib in matters of

fact. Every one, who is at all acquainted with the Popifli

- controverfial writings, will eafily admit this obfervation to be

true. It is common in them to meet with a great body of

Fathers, cited to fupport the moft apparent falfehoods. A
perfuafion that the Scriptures of the Old Teftament were cor-

rupted by the Jews, prevailed very much among the Fathers,

though a notorious falfehood : and Dr. Whitby, in his Trea-

tife of Traditions^ has (hewed, that " the Fathers have been
"

impofed upon by the Jews, in other things, received from
" them by tradition, and aflerted by more teftimonies of an-
li tient Fathers, than are vouched to prove that the Gofpel
"

according to St. Matthew was firft written in Hebrew.
"

So, for inftance, they do a great many of them relate the

ftory, of the feventy tranflators of the Greek Bible making
" their tranflation in fo many cells, which is a mere fable."

For a further confirmation of this matter, I (hall think it fuf-

ficient to refer the reader to that excellent treatife of Mr.

Daille, Concerning the Right Ufe of the Fathers b
.

It may here be objected, that I myfelf have made ufe of their

teftimony, to prove the manner in which St. Mark's Gofpel
was wrote c

.

To this I only anfwer, that in fuch cafes, where there, can

be no objection made againft any particular teftimony, nor

any probable reafon afligned, why they fhould fall into fuch

miftake, we ought certainly to believe them. The former

was the cafe in refpect of the writing of St. Mark's Gofpel ;

* Sett. 5.
c P. 50-

b See efpecially Part IT. c. 3.

the
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the latter is the cafe in the matter now under confederation, as

will appear by what follows^

2. Though we fuppofe it a miftake that St. Matthew wrote

his Gofpel in Hebrew, it was almoft impoflible that a great

number of the fathers fhould not fall into it. Although it

was originally wrote in Greek, it had been very ftrange if

many of the Fathers had not believed it to be wrote in He-

brew. However like a paradox this may feem, I doubt not

but to make it appear very probable by the following obfcr-

vations.

Obf. I. That the Nazarenes of Ebionites, two very early

feds among the Chriftians, had a Gofpel which they rriadc

ufe of, called The Gofpel according to the Hebrews 1
.

Though they were certainly two different 'fefts (and not the

fame pcrfons, as Mr. Toland, according to his old way of

blundering, would have them to be b
), yet the difference be-

tween their Gofpels was not very great : Come difference it

feems there was, for the Gofpel of the Nazarenes was moft

full and entire in Hebrew^ but the Gofpel of the Ebionites

was adulterated and imper/eft, if Epiphanius be to be credited

in this matter c
; but according to Jerome, they feem to have

been the fame Gofpel
d
, for he fpeaks of the Gofpel of the Na-

zarenes and Ebionites as one, which, feys he, I translated
into

Greek.

(fcil. Nazarxi) TO Gofpel according to the Hebrews ;

* MaT&wo, TLUyy&w TT^- and . 13. he fpeaks thus ot it;

rfr*To '&*.>*, Epiphan. Iferef.
" *? ?*> ?

'

in Evangelic juxta Hebraeos iXw $1
irttfiftrci-ru,

Xkci tuoSivfJuty

quo utuntur uicjue
hodie Ndzarcni. x.*

ix^ftmj^acr/**'>ft','E?faV)w>
Je TH-

Hieronym. adv. Pt-lag. 1. 3. c. i. T0 ^Sam, &c. i.' e. in the Go/pel' '
. . .

c!i p&vu ta xaS' 'Epia? which the EMofates ufe,
called the

fupmoi, fcil. Ehionaei. Gofyel according^
to St. Matthew,

Euf:b. '\. 3. c. 27. not entire, but imperfecl and cor-

b In his late pamphlet called Na- rafted.

zarenus, c. 9.
'' In Evangelic, q\io utuntur Na-

^

Epiphannis's account of the zareni et Ebionitae, quod miper in

Gofpi-1 of" the Nazarenes, fee in Hae- Graecum de Hebraeo Sermone tranf-

ref. 29, . 9. jult now cited. Of tulknus. Comment, in Matth.

the Gofptl ot" the Ebionites, Hseref. 1. a. c. 12.

.V>. ^-3- he fays they call it the

T 2 2. This
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2. This their Gofpel was wrote in Hebrew, or rather, that

which was then the language of the Jews, Syriack or Syro-
Chaldaick. This is evident from the paflages in Jerome and

Epiphanius juft cited. The former of whom tells us in an-

other place,
" that there was a Hebrew copy even in his time

" in the library at Caefarea;" and adds,
" that he himfelf had

" the liberty granted him by the Nazarenes that lived at Be-
"

rea, to tranfcribe their copy." It is thought by fome that

the Hebrew copy, which was at Caefarea, was judged by Je-
rome to be St. Matthew's own manufcript ; but there is not

any foundation for this opinion in that Father's words a
.

3. This Hebrew Gofpel, which the Nazarenes and Ebi-

onites made ufe of, they believed, and confequently declared,

to be the true Gofpel, which St. Matthew wrote. This is

evident by their putting fo great a value upon it, as to rejeft

all the others, and to make
ufe only of this h

. Hence Eufebius

tells us c
, that thofe Jews, who had received the faith of

"
Chrift, were extremely fond of this Gofpel according to

** the Hebrews." By thefe Jews it is impoffible (as Valefius

has obferved) to underftand any but the Nazarenes and Ebi-

onites.

4. This opinion, which the Nazarenes and Ebionites had of

their Gofpel^ prevailedfofar, as to be believed by a great many^

if not by moft. Jerome exprefsly tells us, that, in his time, it

was believed by moft to be the true and authentic^ Gofpel of

Matthew d
. And Eufebius tells us, that it was acknow-

ledged to be a genuine book^ by moji in his time^ and that it was

rejected only by fome. His words are ;

"
Among thefe, viz,

* Porro ipfum Hebraicum habe- To x*5' *E?p? Ev<xyyhn
tnr ufque hodie in Caeiiirienfi hihli-

^ ^a'puj-a 'EC iw> of TO> Xftfor
otheca, quam Pamphilus Martyr ^ ^ew. Hift. Eccl.
Ihidiofiflimc confecit. Mihi c|iv.i- j

- c ', f
que a Nwai-*is, c,ui in Ben-ea, or-

' '

^ E '\']Ot quo utuntur Na.

be Syn*, hoc voltmnne utnntur, Mreni t Ebfonite ; uod m in
ddcnbcnd,

Anitas
hut Catalog. G,^cum de HebraeoIrmone tranf-

bcript. tcclei. ad Matth.
^ tulimus, rt quod vocatur a plerifque

Tu^
hornet* Et-oyyiXw <r/i- Mat thaei authenticum. Coir.m. yi

*fo i7roKTo Xo'yo. Euilb. iiilt. Matth. lib. ^. c. l^.

Eccl. 1. 3. c. 27.

the
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fl the fpurious books, fome place the Gofpel according to the
" Hebrews." His ufmg the word TICSJ, and faying they were

onlyfeme, who looked upon this Gofpel as fpurious and Apo-

cryphal, is a plain intimation, that a great many believed it to

be genuine
a
. It is not at all ftrange, that the Nazarenes

fhould endeavour to perfuade the world, that their Gofpel was

the true one ; and fhould gain credit with thofe, who were not

able to contradict them.

5. This current and commonly received opinion was mijl cer-

tainlyfalfe. Here I muft take it for granted, that our prefent

Greek copies are authentick and true, I mean only fo far as

to contain all that St. Matthew wrote ; and if fo, it is certain

the Gofpels of the Nazarenes and Ebionites were fpurious,

for they contain a great many idle fables, which are not in

ours. Thefe interpolations or additions are in part collected

by Grotius b
, Father Simon c

; and others ; but very fully, and

fet down at large, by the learned and laborious Fabricius, in

his ufeful book, intitled, Codex Apocrypbus Novi Tejiamenti,

&c. d
Any one, who will be at the pains to confult the

places referred to, will foon perceive, that the Gofpel of St.

Matthew according to the Hebrews, which the Nazarenes and

Ebionites made ufe of,
was very differentfrom our present Gof-

pel of St. Matthew. The fame may be undeniably proved

from Jerome's tranflating it into Greek j had it been the

fame, or had there been only fome little difference between

this Hebrew Gofpel, and the true Greek copies, which were

received into the Canon of the Church, it had been very ab-

furd for Jerome to have tranflated it out of the Hebrew into

Greek, as he fays he did. Now from the foregoing obferva-

tions it is very eafy to perceive, how it came to pafs that fo

many of the antient Fathers were impofed upon, and made to

believe that St. Matthew wrote his Gofpel in Hebrew. There

was a Gofpel in the world, which went under St. Matthew's

or? (fc. o9o?)
b InTitul. Matth.

ilt - of the New Te

Loc. jam cit.T.W,
Pa

,

r ' '*'> f
68 ' &c ' DuPm'* V

^Utop.3 7 >.

T 3 name,
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name, wrote in Hebrew, and declared by thofe, who ufed it,

to be the original of St. Matthew; the credulous multitude

believed as the Nazarenes did, and fo the miftake was fpread

in the world. It is not poflible but the Nazarenes would gain

credit with fome ; nay it has been proved, that the generality

did believe it > and therefore it can be no wonder, that fo many
have afTerted it.

CHAP. XVIII.

"The Fathers fell into the M'ifake that St. Matthew -wrote in

Hebrew , becaufe none of them^ except Origen, Jero?ney
and

Epiphanius^ underjlood that Language. They were, upon

that Account, unable to compare the-Gofpel of the Nazarenes

with their own Greek Copies^ and discover its Spurioufnefs.

This confirmed by a Re?nark, that none of the Fathers^ who

fijjert
St. Matthew wrote in Hebrew^ have cited the Gofpel

of the NazareneS) except the three mentioned^ who underjlood

that Language. The Reasons ajjigncd, why they (Epipha-

nius, Jerome^ and Origen) fell into thefame Mijlake. Pa-

pias-)
thefirjl Chriftian Writer who ajjerts this y was a very

fabulous and credulous Perfon^yet was followed by many cf

the Fathers in his MiJIakes (as Eufebius obferves)^ by rea-

fon of his Antiquity. His Tejhmony in this Matter proved

by one part of it to be
falfe.

IT
will very much add to the probability of the foregoing

account, that of all thofe Fathers, who have fallen into this

miftake, there were none that were able to prove it to be fo,

except Origen, Epiphanius, and Jerome. They did not any
of them underftand the Hebrew language, and confequently
not being able to compare the Gofpel of the Nazarenes with

their own Greek copies, could not perceive its interpolations

and additions, and fo were under a fort of neceflity of believ-

ing the common report. Had they been able to have read

this
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this Hebrew Gofpel, and fo to have perceived the difference

between it and their own, they would certainly have rejected

it, as not agreeable to St. Matthew's original, and confe-

quently have loft the foundation of their opinion, that St.

Matthew wrote in Hebrew.

To fupport this, I have made the following remark, viz.

That not one of all
thofe Fathers, who have ajjerted the Gofpel

of St. Matthew to be originally zvrote in Hebrew, have tnade

any ufe of the Gofpel of the Nazarenes in their writings, except

the three above-mentioned, ivho underjlood Hebrew. There is

not the leafl evidence that either Papias, Irenaeus, Eufebius,

Auftin, Chryfoftom, Cyril, or Theophyla&, ever faw, or

made ufe of, this Gofpel. It is not fo much as once referred

to in all their writings
a
. This could only be, becaufe they

did not underftand the language in which it was written : had

they underftood Hebrew, no doubt fome of them would have

ufed it, as well as thcfe three Fathers who did. Indeed it has

been thought by feveral learned men, that Papias made ufe of

this Gofpel, and cited the ftory of the adulterous woman out

of it. So Father Simon j
"

Papias faith, that the hiftory of
vt the woman, who was accufed of many fins before our Sa-

"
viour, is to be read in the Gofpel that was called According

" to the Hebrews" But this is a very great miftake, which

this and other learned men are fallen into, for want of carefully

obferving Eufebius's words ; he does not fay that Papias took

this out of the Gofpel according to the Hebrews ; but that this

ftory ^vas among Papias's works, and then adds in his own

words, that this hi/lory is in that Gofpel*. From whence it

does not follow, that he, any more than Papias, had read this

Gofpel. If then none of thofe, who affert St. Matthew to

have wrote in Hebrew, did underftand Hebrew, and if none

of them did fee the Gofpel of the Nazarenes ; no wonder they

fell in with the common report of the Nazarenes, that their

Gofpel was the true original one of St. Matthew. Thus I

a The. ground of my afTerting is not one cited cut of any of thofe

this, is Fabricius's collcrtion of the Fathers.

fragments of it, among which there b Eufcb. Hift. Eccl. 1. 3. c. 29.

T 4 have
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have {hewn, how very likely it was, the Fathers fhould fall

into this miflaice.

This is fo far from being a precarious fuppofition, that it

may be made very evident by that which Epiphanius tells us ;

viz. " That the Nazarenes, in his thr.e, had the Gofpel of
*' Matthew very complete in Hebrew; for without doubt it

c<
is preferved by them till this day, as it was at firft written

" in Hebrew letters ; but I cannot tell whether they have

" taken away the genealogies from Abraham to Chrift, or

" not a." Now from thefe words it is evident,

1. That he never faw the Gofpel of the- Nazarenes; and

fo,

2. He thought it to be the very fame with that which

St. Matthew wrote ; wherefore,

3.
He could not but believe St. A-latthew wrote his Gof-

pel at firft in Hebrew.

This was the cafe with Epiphanius ; and if it was fo with

one that was a native of Paleftine, that underftood the Hebrew

language ; if, I
fey, he was thus impofed upon by the Naza-

renes, how much more eafily would thofe be impofed upon,

who lived in diftant countries, and knew nothing at all of the

language.

It feems indeed a little ftrange, that Origen and Jerome,
who both underftood the language, and faw the Gofpel of the

Nazarenes, jhould fall into this error. They compared fre-

quently the Gofpel of the Nazarenes, and the Greek copies

together, and cite them very often in their works ; nay, and

Jerome tranflated this Gofpel into Greek and Latin : they
could not therefore be deceived, and think it the original of

St. Matthew, and therefore conclude that St. Matthew wrote

in Hebrew.

This indeed feems to be a very confiderable objection,

l al TO xara MT$toi> yfdpfUtfm, tr\ <r&vrau. Cvx o!

which
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which has not, I think, been at all taken notice of yet. In

anfvver to it, I obferve ;

1. As to Origen, that he does not deliver it as his opinion,

that St. Matthew wrote in Hebrew, but only as what he re-

ceived by tradition ; unlefs he mention it fomewhere elfe in his

writings, befides that place cited by Eufebius*. But,

2. Suppofe both Jerome and he had aflerted this, it might

perhaps proceed from a too great refpefl
to fo univerfal a tra-

dition. They found it was aflerted by every body, and there-

fore they believed it : it is well known, how very little fuf-

picious the firft Chriftians were of the traditions of the

Church. But,

3. This will appear more probable, if we confider, who

among the Gentile Ghriftiam was the
firji

author of this opinion.

As far as we can trace it, it owes its original to Papias, Biftiop

of Hierapolis
b
; who, though a perfon of a very weak genius,

both credulous and fabulous, was very likely to be believed,

even by Jerome and Origen. .
He was cotemporary with the

Apoftles, and patted under the fpecious character of being a

hearer of St. John^ an intimate of Polycarp^ and a man of the

greatejl antiquity
c
j and this poflibly might, in fome meafure,

influence thefe two* learned men to give into the received

opinion, without making themfelves a ftrict inquiry there-

into.

4. This conjecture is very much confirmed by a remark,

which Eufebius has made concerning this Papias
d
, viz.

" That he has related a great many fabulous ftories of our

"
Saviour, particularly that he (hould reign corporally on

"
earth, for a thoufand years 'after the refurre&ion. Thefe

'

Iv rafM<rti p$ if
well's Diflert. in Iren. i. . 3, &c.

r vtffffdfw Ew*yy*Xi. Hiftor.
"

pf^f" **t ***& a>

Eccl. 1. 6. c. 25. TO 5>, at i ix vu UVTOV \o-yuv
'' L. 6. c. 39. Tsx^n!fa'fA6>& tlirttt, tpct'uircu' ta\r,t

c
"Tuvfat oi v.OLk Tlxtrleti IiNtvM xa< VM; /XST' avro* 0XtrW{ c'<rof

f/in ccx'jvrvs, IloXt/'y.a^Tra
os Ira^oj ? E>cxX:c'ari>'-w>, T>5? owoia? ct'.ici

yiyoiv;, a'f^aioj atrip. Iren. adv. ooriS tErafairioj yiyon, rr a^a-
Kn".-i:f. 1. 5. c. 33. Concerning gtirr r'<m^ pClCtyUMtf. iiift.

Papias's age, and this tenimony of Eccl. 1. 3. c. 39.
Irea?us, fee the learned Mr, Pod-

<
things,
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"
thi.ngs, fays Eufebius, he imagined, miftaking the Apoftles'

"
meaning for he was a perfon of a very mean genius, as

"appears from his works; yet almoft all Ecclefiailical wri-

" tcrs were led by him into this miftake, influenced by the

"
antiquity of the man j or as Valefius renders it, bominis

44
vetu/late jententlam Juam tuentibus, i, e. defending their

<<
opinion by the argument of its author's antiquity." This

now makes it more probable, that Origen and Jerome, who
were able to confute it, fhould yet receive this common tra-

dition.

Having here had occafion to mention Papias, as the firft

who published th :

s opinion of St. Matthew's being written

originally in Hebrew, I cannot but take notice of one thing in

his testimony, which Jetms to invalidate zV, or at leaft to make

it very dubious and uncertain. AVhat I mean is this : he fays
a
,

that St. Matthew wrote his Gofpel in Hebrew, and that every

one interpreted it as tiny ^uere able^ r^^.-.tiwri $ O.VT<X us ,

sxaro?. Now hence it follows, that in his time there was no

authentick Greek Verfion made, if there was any at all. This

Father Simon (though it be to ferve a bad purpofe) does

juftly infer
h
;
"

If," fays he, "there had been in his time

"
(viz. Papias's) a Greek Verfion of the Gofpel of St. Mat-

"
thew, which had been made by fome Apoftlc, he would not

" have failed to have told us of it." But notwithftanding

this afll-rtion of Papias, there feems to be very good reafon to

believe the contrary ; for all the writers of that age, cotempo-
raries with Papias, and fome of them older than he, when they

cite this Gofpel, do cite it as it is in our prefent Greek

copies. Clemens Romanus, 'Ignatius, Barnabas, Polycarp

(in acquaintance of PapiasV), Irenaeus (an acquaintance of

Poiycarp's'
1

), and Ju'iin Martyr, do cite this Gofpel in fuch

a manner, as undeniably evidences, not only that they made

ufe of the fame copies, but alfo the fame with our prefent

Greek ones. This I aflert upon a ftricl examination of this

' Fufcb. Hift. Eccl. I. 3. c. 39.

'

c In-n. Adv. Haeref. 1. 5. c. 33.
; r.ic. Hift. c.f the N-.w Teit. d Eufeb. Hift. Ecci. 1. 5. c. 20.

r. r! i. c. 9. p. 79.

matter
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matter in each of thefe authors. Now this could not poflibly
have been, if, according to Papias, every one translated as

they were able, and there was no common verfion. Nothing
can be more abfurd than to fuppofe, that they fhould all hap-

pen to make ufe of the fame Greek words. Befides, none of

thefe Fathers, except. Barnabas, did underftand, or were able

to tranflate at all out of the Hebrew. There muft therefore

(fuppofing St. Matthew to have wrote in Hebrew) been fome

common verfion at this time into Greek, and confequently

Papias muft be miftaken in this part of his teftimony ; and if

fo, it feems very reafonable to conclude, he was miftaken in

the other part alfo. And thus I think we have fet afide the

firft and moft antient teftimony, that St. Matthew wrote in

Hebrew, and that which, together with the tradition of the

NazareneSj^feems
to have led fo many of the Fathers into

this miftake.

Upon the whole, this is what I judge to be clear from what

has been faid : the Nazarenes made very early a tranflation of

St. Matthew's Gofpel into Hebrew, for the ufe of the Jews,

with feveral additions ; this they ftill called, The Gofpel of St.

Matthew^ and declared td bejiis original ; Papias, a
filly

and

credulous writer, believed them ; and fo, in fucceeding ages,

the Nazarenes ft ill declaring the fame, the opinion palled

from one to another without any contradiction .

a Les Nazareens ecrivcrent kur main en main. Mr. LT.r.n:;-,:,

Ev.T.gile iur les inilruftions ou Chaplain ro the King of Pruflja, in

Memoires de S. Matthieu, et iis en hio ktnr.irks upon Dr. Miii">

parlirent comme de PEvangiit tie S. tanunt, in a Letter to Mr. Lj^
Matthieu. Papias les crut ds bor.ne CJcrc, Bihlioth. choifie. Turn. 16.

f'oi, et cette opinion pafle ainii de Art. 5. p. 292.

CHAP.
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CHAP. XIX.

Several Arguments, by which it appears probable, that St. Mat-

thew did not write his Gofpel in Hebrew. The Greek Wai

the moji common Language, and for that Reufon that Gofpel

was mojl likely
to be

ufeful
therein. The Suppofeng it a Tranf-

lation make* its Inspiration dubious. It is noi probable^ that

the Original Hebrew would ever have been
lojl.

The He-
brew one ^ue have now, is certainly a Tranjlation out of
Greek.

THOUGH
there is not, that I know of, any one con-

fiderable argument to prove, that St. Matthew wrote

in Hebrew, befides the teftimony of the Fathers ; yet very

great numbers of learned men have thought that of itfelf iuffi-

cient. The Papifts almoft all, and a great many among the

Proteftants (viz. Cafaubon, Gr^tius, Dr. Cave, Voflius, &c.),

have fubmitted to the authority of the Fathers in this matter.

On the other hand, the warmeft advocates for the Reform-

ation (viz. Calvin, Chemnitius, Chamier, Whitaker, Mich.

Walthcrus, &c.) contend, that our prcfent Greek copies are

the original in which St. Matthew wrote.

Having in the foregoing Chapter endeavoured to (hew,

how it came to pafs, that the Fathers fo univerfally fell into

the millake of St. Matthev/'s being wrote in Hebrew, I would

now offer two or three other arguments, whereby it will ap-

pear, this Gofpel was originally written in Greek, and not in

Hebrew.

I . The Greek was the mojl proper language for St. Mattheiv

to write in, in order to anfwer the ends and defigns of his writ-

ing. Here I muft take it for granted, that St. Matthew's

defign in writing, was the fame as that of the other writers of

the New Teftament, viz. the propagating the hiftory and

doctrines of Chriftj to as great a part of the world as poffible.

For
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For though St. Matthew (as well as St. Mark, and perhaps
all the facred writers of the New Teftament) was more im-

mediately influenced by fome particular occafion to write ;

yet there can be no doubt but that he would write his Gofpel,

fo that it might be of the moft extenfive ufefulnefs. It is

hard to fuppofe him under the conduit of divine infpiration,

and not fuppofe him to write fo, as his Gofpel fhould be moft

ufeful and beneficial to the world ; and if fo, then it was ne-

ceiTary he fhould write in Greek. The Hebrew language
was then but very little known and ufed, in comparifon
of what the Greek was. Nay the Latin, the language of the

empire, was not at that time, when St. Matthew wrote, near

fo much in ufe as the Greek : the Greek language is read in

ell nations^ but the Latin is confined within very narrow limits,

fays Cicero". Hence it is obfervable, that St. Paul, though
he wrote to the Jews or Hebrews, yet, for the more extenfive

ufefulnefs of that infpired Epiflle, wrote in Greek. And fo

alfo did St. Peter and St. James, although their Epiftles were

immediately defigned for, and directed to, the Jews.

2. Our prefent Greek copy of St. Matthew is not a tranf-

lation out of Hebrew, becaufe the fuppofing it to befa makes its

authority very precarious and uncertain. This argument is

founded upon the fuppofition of this (as well as other hiftorical

books) being wrote by the influences and infpiration of the

Holy Spirit. Now the fuppofing it a tranflation, is incon-

fiftent with that authority and efteem, which every infpired

book does neceffarily demand. This is evident, becaufe we
have not the leaft evidence of the infpiration of the tranflator,

nor the leaft reafon to conclude the tranflation is juft. The

Fathers, who were impofed upon to believe it originally wrote

in Hebrew, found themfelves under a neceffity of imputing the

tranfiation to fome infpired perfon, though they can by no

means agree who the perfon was. The Author of the Syn-

opfis which goes under Athanafius's name, fays ; // was

tranjlated by James> the brother of our Lordj according to tbt

* Gnec.i lecnintur in omnibus cxiguis fane, continentur. Orrt.

fere gentibus, Latina fuis finibus, pro Arch. Poet. . 23.

fiejh.
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fejh*. TheophylacT: attributes it to St. John the Evangclifr.,

according to the tradition that was current in his time b
. Ana-

ftafius Sinaita fays it was done by St. Luke and St. Paul

jointly
c

. Nicephorus afcribes it to Barnabas d
. Such was the

diverfit'y of opinions among the antients in this matter ; but in

this they all agree, that it was" neceflary it fhould be done by
an infpired perfon. So alfo the more modern writers, efpe-

cidly the Proteftants, who believe it a tranflation (though

few, I think, except Dr. Mill 6
pretend to fix the perfon), all

find it neceflary to conclude it done by an infpired perfon. So

Cafaubon f and many others; but the truth is, they have no

juft foundation for faying fo: Jerome honeftly confefles, //

was very uncertain, who trcmflated it out of Hebrew into

Greeks; and if fo, it is impoffible it fhould have equal autho-

rity with the other books. For all we know to the contrary,

it may be a very falfe and corrupt tranflation; it may be done

by a perfon no way qualified for fuch a work ; and does not

this now make its authority dubious and uncertain ? For my
part I freely own, if I believed it to be a tranflation made by a

perfon I know nothing of, I could not yield it that fame re-

fpec~t,
and have that fame Value for it, as the other parts of the

facred writings. The Papifts, who are always endeavouring

to leflen the authority of the Scriptures, that fo they might
make them depend upon their church for their authority, were .

very well aware of this ; and hence there is not, I think, above

one or two of them (viz. Cajetan, and Erafmus, if he be to

be .called a Papift), but have fallen in with the common error

of the Fathers. Baronius, Father Simon, Du Pin, and the

a

'Egprt v=v$r, ol ITCQ 'lcf..u*a ra monftrat, ipfis Apofl-olomm tem-

&xp roD Kwiov TO Kara, c-y^y.x. p^rlbus, ab uno illorum, aut illorum

Vid. C:ifuub. ad Earon. Annal. aufpiciis,vel pot ins Spiritus S:infti,

"
1 6 ^ lit; cu;us ipii

erant organa, Graecurn

"h Profit, in Matth. textum ex Hebraito eiTe confeftum.

= AmufCalLmb. ibid. Ex.-rcit. ad Baron. Annal. c. 15.

<*Hilt.Eccl. 1. 16. c. 37.
12

e
Prolegom. in Nov. Tdt. .. 66.

e
Chfd quis poftea in Graecum

f QJI* diverfitas fententiarum, ut tranftule.u, non iatis certiim eft.

de vtro auflore cc-rto pronuntiare
Catal. Ecclei. Script, in voc. Matth.

DOS Vita! , ita illud ccrcillune <le-

reft
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reft of the Popifh writers, have been of this opinion, and be-

ing fo, have not failed to draw the confequence I am now
fpeaking of, from it, viz. that our prefent Greek

copies are of
very dubious authority.

"
I affirm it," fays Baronius*, that

" the authority of the Greek text is very uncertain, unlcfs we
u had the original Hebrew to compare with it." The learned

Cafaubon in his anfwer to Baronius (though he believed St.

Matthew wrote his Gofpel in Hebrew) was very unwilling to

allow the Cardinal's confequence ; If," fays he, the Greek
" text of this Gofpel depends upon the Hebrew, then this
"

Gofpel, as we have it now, is of no authority ," and adds a

little after ;
" then the faith of the true Catholick Church muft

"
depend upon the faith or credit of Hereticks (he means the

" Roman Church), which God forbidV To this Father Si-

mon anfwers, heartily efpoufing the caufe of Baronius, and

fays in fo many words; " There is nothing, but the
authority

" of the church alone, that gives authority to this Verfion, and
" that can oblige us to prefer it before the Hebrew or Chal-
*' daick copy of the NazarenesS" However Cafaubon and

other Proteftants may feem to fhuffle off, and elude thefe con-

fequences, they feem to be inevitable. Hence it was juftly

remarked by Mr. L'Enfant in his letter to Le Clerc d
;
" It

<{
appears to me very probable, that St. Matthew wrote his

"
Gofpel in Greek, as the other Apoftles did, and with the

" fame defign. For I can think of nothing that founds more
u like a Papift, than to talk of the work of an Apoftle rranf-

" lated into Greek, by I do not know who, nor I do not know
" how." As we would therefore avoid this confequence of

z
Dico, quod Grascus textus cu- cit pendere (nefas diftu) ah hsrcti-

jus fidei lit, nifi collate cum Hcbneo corum fide. Cai'aub. ibid,

originali, affirmare non poflumus. Critic1

. Hift. of the New Tilt.

A pud Calaubon. Exercit. c. 16. Par.-i. c. 9.

. 115.
ll II me paroit fort vraiii-m-

b Si au&oritas Grseci textus blable, que St. Matthieu tcrivit fin

pendet ab Hebraico textu
; quum Evangilc en 'Cirec, corr.jne Jes au-

Hebnea tluduin perierint, ncque trcs, et dans Ic meme dt(Lin. Car

ufquam extent hodie
; iequi^r r.o- jt ne trouvc rien, qui ait phis 1'aii-

ccffario, nulium hodie ejus Evan- d'un Remain, qu'uneVerfion Greque
gelii debere elTe pondtia, nullam d'un ouvragt d'un Apotre, f aite

j>ai

auftoritatem Adde quod haec fen- je nu fais qui, ni comment. Bibliuth.

tentia fidem CatholicDe Eccldix fa- Choific, toni. 16. Art. 5. p. 292.

making
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making the authority of this Gofpel uncertain, we muft con-

clude it not to be a tranflation. I would only add further on

this head, that not only the Papifts, but the Jews, and other

enemies of Chriftianity, will be very likely to improve this

affertion to the dishonour of this Gofpel, fo far as to make

them reject as uncertain one of the moft valuable parts of fa-

cred Hiftory. This is not only what might be reafonably ex-

pected, but what has been really matter of fat a
. So the

learned Jew, with whom Limborch difputes, argues againft

this Gofpel ;
"
They fay," fays he,

" that Matthew wrote in

*'
Hebrew, but the original is loft ; afterwards his Gofpel ap-

"
peared in Greek, but no body knows who tranflated it

b
.

3. St. Matthew's Gofpel was not wrote originally in He-

brew, but in Greek; becaufe, if fo, the original Gofpel is en-

tirely loft, which cannot be fuppofed. If it was wrote in He-

brew, it is very certain that which we now have in that lan-

guage under St. Matthew's name, is not it. For this was

firft publifhed by Munftcr, and he owns he received it from

the Jews tattered^ torn, and very imperfe&i and that he himfelf

added what be thought neceffary
: fo that it is very ftrange,

that Quinquarboreus, in his preface to this Hebrew Gofpel %
fhould imagine it to be the very fame Gofpel which St. Mat-

thew wrote, although he had cbierved what Munfter faid.

I need not be at the pains to confute this opinion : it is evi-

dently a Verfion of our prefent Greek; it has here and there

a few words added, and fometimes a few omitted ; yet it is (as

far as I have obferved) a pretty good Verfion, though I dare

affirm it is but a late one. If St. Matthew therefore wrote in

Hebrew, the original is loft; but this cannot be fuppofed,

without alfo fuppofing the firft Chriftians and primitive

churches guilty of unpardonable negligence. Is it likely a

treafure of fo much value, would be no more regarded ? If it

" Vid. Sixt. S?nenf. 1. 7. de Limborch. de Verit. Chrift. Kellg.
Ev^r.g. Matth. Haerd'. quad'. 4. num. 8.

b Matthgeus t'crtur Htbraico i-
e
Quod autun hoc ipfum fit E-

diomate fcripGiTe; led quod, eo vangelium, quod D. Matthaeus

autographo depcrdito, Cisco ier- Hebraice fcripfit, ambigere quis
moncpotteatramlatum apparuit, ab pciTit. Edit. Parif. A. D. 1551.
inccrto autore ea lingua donatum.

was
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was wrote in Hebrew, it was wrote for the Jews, and the

Jews were not wont to be fo carelcfs of their facred books.

The Bifhop and Church at Jerufalem would, no doubt, have

(afely preferved a book fo valuable. "
Surely," fays Cha-

mier % u the negligence of the Univerfal Church, or even the

u Church at Jerufalem, would not be fo great as to let the

"
original of St. Matthew be loft, that there is not the leaft

a of it to be found ; nay that it fhould not only now be not
"

extant, but even utterly unknown in the fecond century."
There were, no doubt, copies of this Gofpel taken as foon as it

was publifhed, and fpread among the Jews every where ; and is

it likely that all thefe copies fhould be fo entirely loft ? This

is hard to be conceived, and therefore it is very improbable
that St. Matthew wrote firft iu Hebrew.

CHAP. XX.

TJiougb St. Matthew's Gofpel be fuppofed a Tran/lation out of

Hebrew, yet it was not for that Reafon msrc liable to
Dijlo-

cation or Diforde*.

AS
it is probable, that our prefent Greek copies of St.

Matthew are not a tranflation out of Hebrew j fo

2. It is certain that if they were, they would not have been

at all upon that account more liable to the confufton and difor-

der Mr. Whifton fuppofcs. I confefs I am not able to guefs,

how the tranflation (fuppofing it to be fo) could any way in-

fluence, or occafion thefe diflocations. It were to be wifhed

that Mr. Whifton had told us, how the tranflating it could

have had this bad influence, or that he had produced one fmgle

inftance of any one book in the world, that has thus fuffered by

its being tranflated. Of the vaft number of Verfions, that have

* Non fuifTe tantam five Eccle- tionis nullum fit omnino veftigium

fiaeUniverialis, five etiam Hierofo- conicrvatum, &c. Panlbat. Ca-

lymitanae, negligcntiam, utejusEcli- thol. 1. u. c. 8. .8.

, .VoL. III. U been
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been made of the Old, and the other parts of the New Tefta-

ment into all languages, not one has produced this bad effe& ;

neither the Seventy, nor Jonathan, nor Onkelos, nor any other

of the Greek or Chaldee tranflators, difordered the Old Tefta-

ment by their Verfions ; neither the Syriack, nor Arabick,

nor any of the many Latin tranflators of the New Teftament,

did occafion any fuch diflocations in it ; and is it then to be

credited, that the tranflator of St. Matthew (hould be the oc-

cafion of fo many diflocations in this part of his Gofpel ?

When not one of all the Verflons in the world has occa-

fioned fo much as one fingle diforder, is it likely the tranflator

of St. Matthew fhould occafion about twenty, in ten fhort

chapters ?

But to fhew the abfurdity of this fuppofition, I would ar-

gue in the following manner :

If the tranflation of this Gofpel be fuppofed to influence,

and caufe the tranfpofitioa and diforder of thefe feveral parts,

then it is plain thefe parts were not tranfpofed or mifplaced be-

fore the tranflator began his work, and confequently the dif-

order muft happen either in the time of tran/Iating, or after-

wards. It was not likely to be done in the time of tranjlating\

for why fhould a perfon's reading a book with a defign to

tranflate it into another language, any more occafion a difor-

der in it, than if he had read it with no fuch defign ? If it was

in its right order then (according to the fuppofition), it is

much more reafonable to fuppofe the tranflator would endea-

vour to keep it fo, than by any means mifplace it. Thus it

was not done in the time of tranflating ; and it is very evi-

dent the tranflation could not influence the disorder offer it

was made, but would rather be a good means to prevent any
fuch diforder happening to the original, if there had been any

danger of it.

The other remark, which Mr. Whifton makes, is, that

this diforder concludes, and the true order begins to be cbfervedy

at a very remarkable period^ viz. the death of St. John the Bap-

tijlt
and the commencing of our Saviour'sfingle minijtry there"

upon . To this I think it fufficient to anfwer, that there are

a P. in.
fevera>
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fevcial other periods of the Gofpel hiftory, as remarkable as

th.s, where no diforder has happened.

CHAP. XXI.

Several Arguments to prove, that our
prefent Greek copies of St.

Matthew are not at all
tranfpofed or difordcred,f.nce that

Evangefyi's firjl writing. No Book ever was thi,s difir-
dcred. It does nstfeem agreeable to the Care, which Divine

Providence always exercifed towards thefacred Books, to per-
mit this to have happened to St. Matthew's. Gofpel. No other

Part of St. Matthew's Gofpel dlfordered, and
therefore not

this. The Dijlocatiom, which Mr. Wlnjlon fuppofes, could

not happen to this Gofpel in the
Apoflles" Time.

HITHERTO
I have been confidering what Mr. Whif-

ton offers in defence of his propofition, and by many
ways fhewing how unreafonable it is, to aflert this Gofpel fo

tranfpofed and mifplaced, as he docs. All that I (hall do fur-

ther, fhall be only to add three or four other arguments, by
which it will appear, that our prefent copies of St. Matthew
have notfuffered any dijlocations, but are in this refpccJ

the very

fame, as when St. Mattheiv at f.rjl wrote. In order to which

J obferve ;

i. That there never has yet been difcovered or proved an

inftance of any fuch tranfpofitions and mifplacings, in any

writings facred or profane, in any language, by any means

whatsoever. It is indeed very difficult to afiert and defend an

univerfal negative propofition, and to fay fuch a thing never

has been, unlefs the being of it be impoflible, and imply a con-

tradiction to fome certain and well-eftablifhcd truth. Though
indeed fuch a diforder as Mr. Whifton fuppofes, be not a

thing in itfelf abfolutely impoflible to have happened either to

this, or fome other book ; yet I will venture to aflert, it is fuch

a diforder, as never has happened to any one whatfoever. If

U 2 ever
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ever fuch a thing did happen, it was moft likely to have been

before the art of writing was brought to that perfection, and

had received thofe improvements, which it had in St. Mat-

thew's time: inftead of this, not one of the books of the Old

Teftament, nor Homer, Hefiod, Demofthenes, Ifocrates, &c.

who wrote long before St. Matthew's time ; nor any of the

books of the New Teftament ; nor Cicero, Ovid, Horace,

nor any of the Roman poets or hiftorians, who wrote about

his time, have fuffered any fuch misfortune, as Mr. Whifton

fuppofes this Gofpel to have done. It is true indeed, Spi-

noza, and after him Father Simon, and Mr. Whifton, have

imaginedfemefuch difiocations
to have happened tofome parts of

the Old Tejlament (as has been faid in the Preface). But after

the clofeft examination of what they have faid, I can find little

more than bare aflertions j and therefore till fome further

proof, than yet has been, be made, I muft conclude their opi-

nion falfe.

2. It does not feem confident with that care, which Divine

Providence always did exercife, and may be reafonably fup-

pofed always would exercife, towards the books of infpi ration,

to fuppofe this Gofpel fo confufed and difordered as Mr.

Whifton does. Every one, who is at all acquainted with the

hiftory of the Jewifii nation, muft needs acknowledge, that a

remarkably kind Providence has always concerned itfelfin the

prefervation of the books of the Old Teftament. In the moft

degenerate ftate of that unhappy nation, in the times of their

ignorance and idolatry, their flavery and captivity, the books

which were given them by God, and received into the Canon

of their Church, were preferved fafe and uncorrupted, not-

withftanding the malicious efforts of their enemies to the con-

trary. It does not appear that any one of all thefe books has

been loft 3
, though their conquering enemies endeavoured to

the utmoft to deftroy them. A remarkable inftance of this

Jofephus tells us b
; viz. that Antiackus Epiphanes, when he

a Vklc-Tuiretin.de Scrip. Quselt. eT; fi^Seiot,
* roi xaxoJ xoxwj

-.etSpanhcm.Dub.Evang.Par.z. aVw^To. Antiq. Jud. 1. TI. c. 5.
Dub. 88. ^ ^ TIIC jame accoui)t We have

5 6, 57>

bad
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hadfnbdued Jerusalem, tried all pojjible methods to abolijb the

religion of the Jews ; and, in order to that, made particular

fearcb after the facred volume, dejlroying it wherever it was

found, and punljhing with death all
thofe

in whofe pojfijjion it

was. But he, who was the author of them, took care of

them, and preferved them not only from being loft, but from

being in any remarkable degree corrupted. It is true indeed,

there are fome flight corruptions crept into the text, both of

the Old and New Teftament, through the carelefsnefs of

tranfcribers ; there are a great number of various le&ions in

both ; but thefe are fuch as without a conftant miracle could

not but happen, and are to be found in as great, or greater

number, in feveral of the profane authors (as the learned Dr.

Bentley has very well obferved "), and are for the moft part

fuch, that it is not much matter which reading we choofe.

But the corruptions, which Mr. Whifton fuppofes in St.

Matthew, are of another nature : thefe are fuch as render the

text of the Gofpel very precarious, and make it depend upon
the judgment and fancy of every one, who pleafes to alter it.

And is this now confiftent with the care of Divine Provi-

dence ? Is it likely Gcd would permit this ufeful Gofpel to be

thus confufedly put together by fuch a blunderer, who out of

twenty parts could not put but one in its proper order ? This

fure can never be believed by any, who acknowledge a divine

Providence to have concerned itlelf at all about the facred vo-

lume.

3. It is very improbable this part of St. Matthew's Gofpel
fhould be fo difordered and confufed ; becaufe all the other

part of it is cxadtly in the order, in which the Evangdift

wrote, without the leaft tranfpofition. Mr. Whifton's hypo-

thefis, by which he accounts for the di (location of the feveral

periods of the former part of this Gofpel, is, that they were

wrote upon feparate and difllnft pieces of paper : now upon

this hypothecs I argue thus ;

Either St. Matthew wrote the other parts of his Gofpel on

fmall pieces of paper, or he did not. If it be faid, he did not,

then it is yet more unaccountable, that he fhould write this for-

Anfwer to the Difcourfe of Free Thinking, Part I. p. 64, &c.

U 3 mcr
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mer part fo : it is incredible, that thcfe fourteen chapters (hould

be written on twenty feveral pieces of paper, and the other

fourteen on one large roll. If on the other hand it be faid, that

St. Matthew wrote the latter part of his Gofpel, as he did the

former, on many pieces of paper ; then it is no lefs incredible,

that none of thefe pieces fhould have the fame misfortune to

be difordered and mifplaced, as the former. How can it be

fuppofcd poflible, that every one of the papers in the latter

part fhould be in its right and due order, and not fo much as

one of the former but is mifplaced, except the firft ? I con-

clude therefore, that the former part of this Gofpel is not mif-

placed.

4. The improbability of this part of St. Matthew's Gofpel

being mifplaced, will appear, if we confider that there has

been no time ever fmce St. Matthew wrote, in which there

were not fome circumftances, which would prevent fuch a dif-

order. To evidence this, I argue thus ; If this part of St.

Matthew's Gofpel be mifplaced, either the diforder happened
in the Apoftles' time, or not till after their deceafe. But as

it is improbable that it happened in their time, fo it is morally

impofuble that it fhould have happened afterwards.

I. It is not probable, that this diforder could happen in the

time of the Apoftles ; for if it had, they would, no doubt, have

rectified it. Many rcafons would oblige them, not to fufter

fo great a dislocation to remain in the Gofpel hiftory. They
would never recommend a book to the perufal of their con-

verts, which they knew juftly chargeable with fuch notorious

corruptions. It is much more reafonable to fuppofe, that, if

this Gofpel vvas then mifplaced and out of order, they would

reftore it to its proper order, and take care that fome copies

fhould be made, in which the hiftories fnould be placed in the

fame order in which the Evangelift wrote. Now if they did

this, it is ftrange none of thefe copies mould have others made

from them, but all the books in the world fhould proceed from

one difordered copy, made in the Apoftles' time,

It may perhaps be faid, that this diforder might happen in

the Apoftles' time, and they be ignorant of it. This indeed

is poflible, but very improbable. The office and bufinefs of

jin Apoftle was to preach the doctrine, and publifh the mi-

racle Sj
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racles, of Jefus Chrift. Now St. Matthew having, by the

influences of the Holy Spirit, collected a very early, full, and

authenticlc account, both of the doctrines and miracles of

Chrift, there can be no doubt but the Apoftles would make

ufe of it themfelves, and recommend it to the ufe of others.

Not to have done this, would have been to caft that contempt

upon the work of one infpired Apoftle, which we cannot fup-

pofe another would do ; befides not to have made ufe of this,

would have been to neglect one likely means of obtaining the

ends of their apoftlefhip. Hence Eufebius a
tells us, that

when the pious Pantaenus (who lived in the time of Irenaeus

and Origen) went to preach the Gofpel to the Indians^ where

St. Bartholomew had been preaching the Gofpel before him, he

found there the Gofpel of St. Matthew. No doubt the Apo-

ftlcs, when they went abroad to preach the Gofpel, did take

both this and the other Gofpels along with them, and left co-

pies of them, when they were gone, for the ufe of their con-

verts, as I (hall {hew more fully hereafter. Hence it feems

very reafonable to conclude the Apoftles made ufe of this Gof-

pel j which if they did, they being eye-witnefles to the hif-

tory, could not but perceive fuch diflocations and mifplacings,

as thofe which we are treating of, and fo, no doubt, would have

corrected them. This argument is abundantly confirmed by
a teftimony of Eufebius % viz. that the threeformer Gofpels

were perufed by St. John, and that he approved them. Now if

St. Matthew's Gofpel had been fo confufedly fet together, as

Mr. Whifton fuppofes, St. John would certainly never have

approved of it. Mr. Whifton cannot queftion this teftimony

of Eufebius, having himfelf ufed it on another occafion e
. I

conclude therefore, that this diforder did not happen to this

Gofpel in the Apoftles' time.

Hift. Eccl. 1. 5. c. 10. Vid. ^^etfflr, &c. Hift. Eccl. 1. 3.

V;ilei". ad loc. c. 24. The lame is related by
b

Ta;> TrfoavayppevTW Tfo; i Theonhylach Pnefat. in Matth.

ur*rj i7&) * fi<, CIVTOV (fc. 'iw-
c P. I}2 -

U 4 CHAP.
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CHAP. XXII.

The Diforder Mr, IVhiJlon fuppofes
in the former Part of St.

Matthew's Go/pel, could not pojjibly happen after the Apoftles'

Time ; becaufe of the great Number of Copies, that were

fpread abroad in the World in their Time. Jhe Time when

St. Mattheiu wrote, and the Diftance between that Time and

St. John's Death) confidered.
Tiwt the Go/pels were very

much difperfed
in the Apojlles

1

Time, largely proved. Mr*

Hobbes, Mr. Toland, and Mr. Dodwell's Notion of the Gof~

pels being a long while unknown and concealed, confuted by

fivtral Arguments.

II. /\ S this diforder did not happen in the time of the

jljL Apoftles, fo it neither did nor poffibly could happen

afterwards. Mr. Whifton does not any where hint to us, at

what time he fuppofes thefe diflocations made ; nor does Mr.

Toinard fav any more in this refpe&, than that they were

done, antiquijjima fchedarum tranfpofitione, by a very antient

confufton of the papers, on which they were wrote. It was

not without reafon that they thus left the time undetermined,

being well aware of the difficulties that would attend their

hypothecs, if they had determined it. As fuch dislocations

could not happen in the Apoftles' time, fo it was morally im-

portable they ihould have happened afterwards : to mention no

other arguments, this will fufficiently appear by the two fol-

lowing confiderations.

1 . That there were a very great number of thefe Gofpels,

fpread up and down in the world before the Apoftles' death.

2. The Syriack Verfion, which feems to have been made

in the Apoftles' time, has the feveral branches or periods of this

hiftory in the fame order with our prefent Greek copies.

i. The diforder or diflocation, which Mr. Whifton fup-

pofes in St. Matthew's Gofpel, could not poffibly happen after

the Apoftles' death ; becaufe between the firft writing of it

and
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and that time, there were a very great number of true copies

fpread in different parts of the world, which would
certainly

prevent it. It is not very eafy, indeed, precifely to determine

the time, in which either this, or any of the Gofpels, was
wrote. The moft antient account, which I have met with,

about the time of St. Matthew's writing, is in Irenaeus, viz.

that he wrote it y when St. Peter and St. Paul were preaching
the Gofpel at Rome a

. When St. Peter was at Rome is not

very certain ; Irenaeus tells us here, it was the fame time that

St. Paul was there, viz. in the third year of Nero
(according

to Eufebius, in his Chronicon), and the fifty-ninth of Chrift;

and to this moft chronologers
b
agree. Now according to this

account, this. Gofpel was not written till about twenty- fix

years after our Lord's afcenfion. But this feemsvery impro-

bable, becaufe the Chriftian converts cannot be fuppofed to

have been fo long a time deftitute of any written account of

our Saviour's miracles and doctrines. It is much more
likely,

that this Gofpel was wrote at the time, when Eufebius has

placed it in his Chronicon, viz. in the third year of Caligula,

and the forty-firft of Chrift. To this agrees the account of

Theophylacl
c
, that St. Matthew wrote his Gofpel about eight

years after our Lord's afcenfion.
The fame is affirmed at the

end of feveral antient manufcripts. So, for inftance, in that

of Beza (which he gave to the Univerfity of Cambridge, and

is reputed the moft antient manufcript of the Gofpels in the

world), there is written d
; The Gofpel of St. Matthew was

publijhed eight years after
our Lord's afcenjion.

The fame is

written at the end of an antient manufcript
e in Mr. Colbert's

library. To the fame purpofe, at the end of the old Arabiclc

Verfion of this Gofpel, it is written f
; St. Matthew wrote

tight years after our Lord afcended, in the firfl year of Clau-

'O U.H & MatSeuo paw c Prarfat. in Matth.

of the New Teft> Pan
Adver. Haerei'. 1. 3. c. i. f vid Lud< de pje
Helvicus, Petavius, Spanheim, xxvjii ult

TalL-nts, Dr. Lightfoot, &c. Vid.

t. I, 4. c. zi.
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dtuf ". Now if we take this laft account, and reckon from

St. Matthew's writing eight years after our Lord's afcenfion

(in the laft years of Caligula, or the firft of Claudius) to the

death of St. John, we fhall find the intervening fpace to be

about fixty years ; for St. John lived till the reign of Trajan,

as Ircnaeus b
, who lived not long after him, and Clemens

Alexandrinus ,
inform us. Now Trajan, according to Eu-

febius
d
, began his reign in the year of Chrift 101; fo that from

St. Matthew's writing in the year of Chrift 41 to the death

of St. John in Trajan's reign, muft be at leaft fixty years ;

and, in this long interval, there were undoubtedly great num-

bers of copies of this Gofpel difperfed in all thofe diftant

countries, where the Gofpel was preached. Very probably

many thoufand copies were made, and fent into all thofe

places, where Chriftianity prevailed. Eufebius e
, fpeaking

Concerning the Evangelifts in the apoftolick times, fays,

They travelled up and down in the world, preaching the Gofpely

and very indujlrioujly endeavoured^ rw rZ* Situ* Evayy-tiat irctfat-

eiaowH yf$w- i. e. to
difperfe abroad copies of the holy Gsfpels.

And in another place
f he allures us, that, before St. John

wrote his
Gofpel^ the other Gofpels were in the hands of all men.

If this be true, is it a thing credible, that of all the copies that

have been known in the world, not one fhould be derived from

any of thofe vaft numbers of copies that were made, and fpread

abroad in the world, in the Apoftles' time ? Can it be imagin-

ed, that all the manufcripts in the world are derived from one

confufed, mifplaced copy, that was made after the Apoftles*

time ; and not fo much as one from any of thofe innumerable

copies, that were in their right order till the Apoftles' death ?

This, I think, cannot without manifeft abfurdity be fuppofcd.

a This does not differ above half Apud Eufcb. Hift.Eccl. 1. 3.
a year from the above-mentioned c. 23.

account out of Eufcbius, of its be-

ing written in the third year of Ca-
In Chronic.

Hift.Eccl. 1. 3- c. 37.

ligula ;
for he reigned but three

ycnrs and fume months, and Clan-

dins fuccceded him.
b Adv. Haeref. 1. i. c. 39. in

fin.

It

c. 4.
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It will not be at all foreign to my prefent purpofe, to con*
fider a little more

particularly, what a great number of copies
of the Goipels, and particularly of St. Matthew's, were fpread
abroad in the world in the Apoftles' time, at leaft before the

death of St. John. I am the more inclined to confider this

matter, becaufe, I find, a very learned writer has taken fome

pains to perfuade the world, that the
Go/pels, and other writ-

ings of the New Teftamcnt, lay for a long time concealed and

unebfet i <.d in the world. The perfon I mean is Mr. Dod-

well, who in his elaborate DifTertations upon Irenasus tells

us, That the Canonical writings of the New Tcflament lay con-

ceal, d and unknown in the
coffers offome private churches, or

perhaps feme private perfons,
till the later times of Trajan, or

t'rh.ips of Adrian (i. e. till the year of Chrift 120, or perhaps

130.);^ that they were not at all known by the Catholick

Church. He proceeds for a page or two, in faying things

much to the fame purpofe. Mr. Toland, obferving ho\v

much this paflage would ferve his purpofe, to render the Canon

of Scripture uncertain, tranfcribes it at
large

in his Amyntor,
and declares his aflent to the truth of it

b
. Mr. Hobbes, in

his Leviathan, is very much of the fame opinion; he fays
c
,

The co'ies of the books of the New Tejlament were, not many
That the Council, of Laodicea is the

firjl
we know

of,
that re-

commended the Bible to the then Chriflian Churches That thf

copies of the bocks of the New Tejlament were then only in the

hands of the ecdefiajlicks,hc. I do notdefign particularly to

difcufs this whimfical and groundlefs opinion. Mr. Nyr,
in his Anfwer to Amyntor % Mr. Le Clerc, in his Reflections

on thefe two Sections cf Mr. Dodwell % and ArchbimopTe-

nifon, in his Anfwer to Leviathan f
,
have fufficiently done this

already.
I (hall only endeavour by two or three arguments to

* Latitahant enim ufque ad re- h
Pag. 78.

centiora ilia, feu Trajan i, leu cti.im e Ltviath. Par. 3. c. 33.
fortafle Hadriani tempera, in priva-

^ P. 41.
taruin eccltfiarum, leu etiam homi- ' In his third Diflxrtation an,

Diim fcriniis Scripta ilia Canonica, nexed to his Harmony of the Gof-

jic ad Ecck-fiac Catholicae notitiam pels.

ptTvenux-nt. Differj. i. . 38. ( Hobbcs's Creed, Art. 9.

evidence,
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evidence, that the Gofpels were fo much difperfed abroad in

the world, that no fuch confufion could happen to St. Mat-

thew, as Mr. Whifton fuppofes. This will appear ;

i. If we conftder the defign and end, for which thefe fa-

cred books were written. They were not written for the ufe

of any one private particular perfon, but for the benefit and

inftrudlion of all mankind. They were books of a more

large and extenfive importance, than any which had ever yet

been publifhed in the world ; they were fuch in which the

prefent and future happinefs of all men was nearly concerned.

And is it likely, fuch books ftiould lie concealed in private

chefts or coffers, fome for forty, others for fifty, fixty, feventy,

or more years ? The zeal of the Apoftles and firft Chriftians,

for propagating Chriftianity, was not fuch as it is reprefented,

If they would be fo negligent as this. If this be fuppofed, it

follows, that they flighted one of the moft likely means to

make men converts to their new religion. Whatever others

did, one would imagine the penmen of thefe facred books

fhould themfelves have taken care to diftribute and difperfe

them. If they did not thus, it will follow, that they had not

very juft regards to that holy Spirit, who influenced them to

write. Befides Chriftianity, in its very infancy, made a very

great noife in the world : the doctrines of it were new and

furprifing ; vaft numbers continually embraced it : one would

think therefore, that, had there been nothing elfe, men's curi-

ofity would have influenced them to procure thofe authentick

accounts, which the Gofpels contain ; that fo they might
know the hiflory of a perfon's life and doctrines, who had been

fo remarkable, and made fo great a figure in the world. I re-

member Jofephus
a

tells us, that when he had finished his Hif-

tory of the War of the Jews, he immediately fold great' num-

bers of his books to the Romans^ "JetuS)
and others^ who under-

Jfood the Greek language. And can it be fuppofed that this,

ri> Contra Appion. 1. I. ^. 9.

xz,*

the
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the moft ufeful and remarkable hiftory that ever was in the

world, ihould lie in private coffers, quite concealed and un-

known, for fo long a time as has been mentioned.

2. It will appear, that copies of the Gofpels were difperfed

in the Apoftles' time, into diftant countries, and did not lie in

the coffers or chefts of any private perfons ; if we confider,

that they are made ufe of, and referred to, by all thofe, wh6
are reputed to be writers of the apoftolick age, except

Hermas, whofe defign did not at ail lead him to cite them.

The writers I mean (which are indeed the only ones we

have), are Clemens Romanus, Barnabas, Ignatius, and Poly-

carp ; each of which (though they lived in very diftant coun-

tries) had, and made ufe of, thofe Gofpels, which were pub-
limed when they wrote their Epiftles. I mean the Gofpels of

St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke ; for, as far as I have

obferved, they do none of them cite, or fo much as refer to,

any thing which is in St. John's Gofpel ; which, by the way,

feems fomewhat like an argument, that thefe Epiftles were

written before that Gofpel.

Mr. Dodwell, in the Differtation juft now mentioned,

would perfuade us, that the writers of the apoftolick age have

made no ufe, in their books, of the Gofpels, or other writings

of the New Teftament. This is moft apparently falfe, as

any one may eafily perceive, who will read thofe books with

this view. It is fufficient to my prefent purpofe, to fhew

that St. Matthew's Gofpel is cited by thefe writers.

A Table of places,
cited out of St. Matthew's Gofpel by tbt

Apojlollck
Fathers.

J. Clemens Romanus, in his Epiftle to the Corinthians,

ch. xiii. advifes them to remember feveral of our Lord's

fayings, which are recited by St. Matthew, chap. vi. 14.

and vii. i, 2, 12.

II. Barnabas, ch. iv. cites Matth. ch. xx. 16. and xxii. 14.

Ch. v. he refers to Matth. ix. 13.

Ch. v. he cites a prophecy out of Zechariah, ch. xiii. 7.

i^ words different both from the Hebrew, and the Sep-

tuagint,
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tuagint, but exaclly the fame with our Saviour's words,

as related by St. Matthew, ch. xxvi. 31.

Ch. vii. he cites Matth. xxvii. 54.

Ch. xix. he refers to Matth. v. 42.

III. Polycarp, in his Epiftle to the Philippians, ch. ii. cites

Matth. vii. i. and v.
3, 10.

Ch. vi. he cites Matth. vi. 12, 14.

Ch. vii. he cites Matth. vi. 13. and xxvi. 41.

IV. Ignatius, in his Epiftle to the Smyrneans, ch. 5. cites

Matth. iii. 15.

In his Epiftle to Polycarp, ch. ii. he cites Matth. x. 16.

In his Epiftle to the Ephefians, ch. xiv. he cites Matth,

xii. 33. Thefe are reckoned among his genuine Epi-

ftles.

By a careful obferving of thefe writings with this view, per-

haps there may be found feveral other places of this Gofpel re-

ferred to in them. Thofe now cited are fufficient to prove,

that this Gofpel was widely difperfed in the Apoftles' time,

and made ufe of in very diftant countries ; for Clemens wrote

his Epiftle from Rome, B?.rnabas from Cyprus, Polycarp from

Smyrna, Ignatius from Antioch ; and thefe were places widely

diftant from each other. If then thefe Gofpels were thus in

the hands of all thofe of that age, whofe writings we now

have, it is very reafonable to fuppofe, they were alfo in the

hands of innumerable others.

I would only add, that in the Constitutions, which Mr.

Whifton fuppofes to be the dpo/tles', and colle&ed by Cle-

mens, this Gofpel is frequently cited, and recommended,

among the other facrcd Gofpels, to the perufal of all Chrift*

ians ; which would have been very abfurd, if the Gofpels were

not difperfed, and fpread abroad in the world.

3.
This matter will be further confirmed, if we confider,

how much it was the practice of the firft Chriftians to read

the Scriptures. St. Paul's Epiftles were wont to be publiclcly

read in the churches, to which they were written, and other

churches too, as is plain from thole words, Col. iv. 16. And

when
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when this Epijlle is read among you> caufe that h be read
alfo in

the church ofthe Laodiceans ; and that ye likewife read the Epijlle

from Laodicea. Timothy has this character given him by St.

Paul, that hefrom a child had made the Scriptures his/Judy,
2 Tim. iii. 15. It feems to me very probable, that he means
here both the Scriptures of the New and Old Teftament

; few-

he gives them this character, that they were able to make him

ivife
untofahation ; which charader at that time did moft

properly belong to the books of the New Teftament, which
were then written. Polycarp, in his Epiftle to the Philippj-

am, tells them, be did not doubt but they were converfcnt i^.tl-

thefacred Scriptures. The laft Canon of the Apoftles obliges
all Laity and Clergy, to procure thefacred books,both ofthe Old
and New Ye/lament; and b. i. c. 5. the Chriftians are re-

quired diligently to read the Gofpeis
a
. This is authority,

which Mr. Whifton will not difpute. If then the Chriftians

did, and were obliged to read the Gofpeis, they did not lie

concealed and unknown till the times of Trajan or Hadrian.

I would only add here, that reading the Gofpeis was one

part of the public fervice of the primitive Chriftians, in their

religious afiemblies. It is certain that a great part of the

Jewifh worftiip in their lynagogues, confifted in reading of

the Law b
. Jofephus tells us, that they did this in obedience

to the command of Mcfes
c
. Now it is well known, that the

Chriftians conformed themfelves very much in their worihip to

the cuftoms of the Jews. Juftin Martyr
d
,
who lived but a

little while after the Apoftles,' time, tells us," That on the day
" which is called Sunday, there was an aflembly of all, that

"lived (near) in town or country, in the fame place; and

Au'fp^a i7ri//s>.ov TO ~S.va.yyi-
a

K.a.\ TVJ TM Itiav hiyopity

Luke iv. 16, 17. and AoU xv. ^intrtu EJT* ra a.

uv a^futWj, ITT* ri* iif6*ffo
7 ^ Kf^r.rut, aa>?^rxsTa. A-

r.'j i/.ftevfft (Ic. JVtofes) yj^.i-
, Hj ]_ 2. p. yS.

at. Contra Appiun. 1. :.
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" the hiftorical memoirs of the Apoftles (i.e. the Gofpels) and
" the writings of the prophets were read."

Now from all this I think it is evident, a great number of

copies of this Gofpel were fpread abroad in the world, in the

Apoftles' time. Thefe, as has been proved, were in their

right order, in which St. Matthew wrote ; and fmce it is im-

poflible but fome of thofe copies that are in the world, muft

be derived from fome of thefe, and fmce all the copies that

are in the world, are in the fame order with our prefent co-

pies ; it neceffarily follows, this part of St. Matthew's Gofpel

has not been mifplaced or difordered fmce the Apoftles' time.

CHAP. XXIII.

St. Matthew's Gofpel, in our prefent Copies, was not difordered

and mifplaced fmce the Apojlles'' Time ; because the Syriack

Verfion, which was made in the Apojlle? Time, is in the fame
Order with our prefent Copies. An Attempt to prove ,

that the

Syriack Verfion -was made in that Time. Syriack was the

Language of the Jews in the Apoftle? Time. Great Num-
bers of Jews were converted to Chriftianity, and

therefore

needed a Verfion in that Language.

BY
what has been faid in the foregoing Chapter, it is evi-

dent St. Matthew's Gofpel was not mifplaced fmce the

Apoftles' time : the fame will be further proved, if we con-

fider ;

2. That the Syriack Verfion, which feems to have been

made in the Apoftles' time, is exactly in the fame order in this

part of St. Matthew's Gofpel, with our prefent copies. This

is an argument, which undeniably proves the point I am con-

tending for, if it can be made appear, that this Verfion was

made in that time. It is not to be expe&ed, we fhould have

as clear evidence of this, as we have of fome other matters of
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fa& in the Apoftolick times; becaufe, of the vaft number of

Jews, who were at firft converted to Chriftianity, and who
made ufe of this Verfion, there is not one (except the Apo-
ftles), who has wrote any thing which is come down to our

prefent time. Neverthelefs, I hope to make it at leaft pro-
bable, that this Verfion was made in the time of the Apoftles.
In order to which, I will fhew ;

1. That Syriack was the language in ufe among the Jews,
in our Saviour's and the Apoftles' time,

2. That it was very neceflary a Verfion (hould be made,
and very likely a Verfion was made, of the New Teftament
into this language in the Apoftles' time.

3. That it is probable this Verfion, which we now have,
is the fame which was then made.

I. The Syriack was the language in common ufe among
the Jews, in the time of our Saviour and his Apoftles. Till

the Jews were carried captives to Babylon, they undoubtedly
retained their own language, viz. the pure Hebrew, and un-

derftood not Syriack, as is plain from 2 Kings xviii. 26. and

Jer. v. 15. Being at Babylon for feventy years, they learnt

the language of the country, which afterwards they never loft.

This was a place (fays the great Bochart"), alwaysfatal to the

Hebrew language. That which they learnt, was not very
much different from the Hebrew, though it went under a dif-

ferent name, and was called fometimes Chaldee, and fometimes

Syriack: foDan. i. 4. it is called onil'D iv#i?i i. e. the tongue of

the Chaldeans ; and ch. ii. 4. the fame is called Syriack ; the

Chaldeans fpake to the King rVD~iN i. e. in the Syriack tongue.

It was this (perhaps a little altered), in which our Saviour and

his Apoftles converfed b
, and the Jews generally, in their time:

for

* Eadem Babylon, ubi carter* b Is vrro Syrorum Seimo, Chrifti

linguae natae i'unt, Temper Hebraic* et Apoftolomm temporibus, propttr
iuit fatalis, femel in confxifione diutumam ilfcm in Babylone cap-

Linguarum, et rurfus cum Judsei tivitatem, et
Afi^-rioruni

contra in

ibi captivi patrium fermonem didi- Judeam tranflationem, genti He-
cerunt. Phaleg. 1. i. c. 15. braics populads fuit et vernaculus,

See to the fame purpofe Dr. Pri- adeo ut nulli tune icirent Hcbraicc,

deaux Connecl. of the Hift. of the nifi qui fingulari rtuiio ex libris

Old and New Teft. Par. i. B. 5. didiciffent. Quamobftm Chdftum
and Par. 2. B. 8. quoque et Apoltolo* swJem fermone

VOL. III. X popu-
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for the proof of this, I (hall only alledge a few places out of the

New Teftament ; the great number of Syriaclc words, that

arc to be found therein, do fufficiently prove it, viz. fuch as

Taliiha Kumi", Ephpbatba*, Elm Eloi lamafabachtbani
c

, Be~

thefda\ Golgotha*, Gabbalha*, Raca*, Cephas*, Aceldama'1

,

Boanerges*, Maran-atha^, Ear- Jona
m

,
Abba n

, &c. Thefe

are all evidently Syriack words (as they know who are ac-

quainted with this language), which were ufed by the Jews in

and about our Saviour's time. 1 would only obferve con-

cerning one of thefe Syriack words, viz. the word Aceldama,

that it is faid to be 1
rj5

l&ae- OIAE'XTW avju f i. e. hi their own

dialeft or language. It is true indeed, that two or three of

thefe words are called Hebrew, fo John v. 2. * JW^C/O/AEW,

'Epai'ri Bn^Ecr^a, which is called in Hebrew Bethefda, and John
xix. 13. *EpaVr ra?a, i. e. in Hebrew Gabbatha. But it

is a very trite and common obfervation, that Syriack and Chal-

dce are 'frequently called Hebrew ; whence Nonnus in his

Greek Paraphrafe on John, tranflates ';><, Zvfu ^w%, in^he

laft place cited; and ver. 17. he renders the fame word Zi-fu

ropa. So Philo and the Fathers commonly call Chaldee and

Syriack, Hebrew. Nor is this ftrange, when we confider that

Hebrew was the old language, from which thefe two dialects

(very little different from it) are derived.

The old Hebrew was fb far from being the language of

the country at this time, that they had now, and for a long

time before had, an officer in the fynagogues, called fnmn?:,

whofe bufmefs it was, when the Old Teftament was read, to

tranflate the Hebrew, and give the people the fenfe of it, period

by period, in Chaldee, or Syriack P. Hence alfo it was, that

populnribus fuir, locutos fiuffr, cum h
John i. 4.1.

ij>l;i ratio, tmn in Grseco rcliche
'

A.-t.-. i. iy.
x'occs Syriaca;, iutis evincunt. 'I'r;

K Mark iii. 17.

mill. Prarfat. in Tett. Syriac.
'

< C '..;. svi. :i.

Maj-k v. 41.
m Matt xvi. 17.

Mark vii. j^.
B M.uk xiv. 36.

Mark xv. 34. i. (':ilh;ib. :id E.::\i:i. An-

John v. i. nal. c. xvi. ^. i i.

Mutr. xxvii. 3;.
' Dr. Light Knot H;;i-m. of the

John xix. n - ;

; Vcar 3 1 . . z 3 .

Ma;f. r. zi.

the
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the a-DiJ-in i. e. the Chaldee tranflations of the Old Teftament
were made in, or before, our Saviour's time.

There has been a controverfy between the learned Mr.
Voffius, and Father Simon, concerning the language the Jew$
fpake at this time. The former pretends, that Greek was
then the language of the Jews ; but Father Simon has fuffi-

ciently fhewn the weaknefs of his arguments". It feems to

me very evident, the common Jews did not at all underftand

Greek. It was indeed the language moft known in the

world (much more perhaps than either Latin or French are

now) ; and for that reafon, as has been faid, the books of the

New Teftament were wrote in it : but the common Jews were

not acquainted with it ; and therefore St. Paul, when he was

apprehended at Jerufalem, though he fpake to the officer (who
perhaps was a Roman) in Greek (Ads xxi. 37.); yet, when
he made his fpeech to the people, he fpake it 'ES^aUh <W/xw,
in the Hebrew tongue, or, which is the fame (as has been

proved), in the Syriatk. He knew the people could not uri-

derftand him in any other; and fo we find, that, when he fpake

no more Greek, but in their own language, they diligently

hearkened to him, ch. xxii. 2. Hence Jofephus tells us, that

he wrote his Hiftory firft in Hebrew, or Syriack, for the:ufe

of his countrymen ; but afterwards, that it might be of more

extenfive ufe, tranflated it into Greek : though (as he fhys a

little after) he was very backward to that work, becaufe it was

a language very differentfrom that of his country
c
.

2. This being the language of the Jews in our Saviour's

time, it was very necefiary a Verfionf fhould be made, and

confequently, likely a Verfion was made, of the New Tefta-

ment into this language, before the Apoftles' dr,ith. Although

the body and greateft part of the Jews rejected Chriftianity,

yet there were very confiderable numbers of them that em-

braced it. We read, Acls xxi. 20. of many (avpa&j) ten than-

* Vo/T. Refponf. ad itciat. P. c
Et aAAo&nrw /nV x |Vr

Simon objeft. JjoXexTa rvy/Sr. Prwt'at. in
" Critic. Hift. of th? Niw Teft. Antiq. Tud. . 2.

Par. i.e. 6.

X 2 a"*
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fands of yews that believed, and received the doctrines of

Chrift. There can be no reafonable doubt, but that great ad-

ditions were made to their number continually, both at Jeru-

falem, and other parts of Judaea. And now can it be fuppofed,

that fo many thoufand converts fhould be left fo long without

thofe infpired books, which contained the foundation of their

religion ? Here, and here only, they could have a particular,

exa&, and authentick account of the doctrines of that religion,

which they had embraced ; and is it not likely they would en-

deavour to get thefe books tranflated into their own language ?

Either the Apoftles, or themfelves, certainly would take care

to have a Verfion made.

I. It may reafonably be fuppofed, that the Apoftles, who
were fo much among the Jews, would take care to have the

Gofpel Hiftory and their own writings published among them,

in their own language. Their zeal for the intereft of Chrift-

ianity (which was in all refpeb fo very great) would un-

doubtedly influence them to take this probable method of ad-

vancing it. Add to this, the particular fondnefs and affection,

that appeared in feveral of them, towards their own country-

men. Nothing lefs than a revelation from heaven, would

ferve to convince Peter, that he might leave them, and go to

preach to the Gentiles". The concern St. Paul had for them

and their intereft, was fo tender and paflionate, that he was

even ready to wijh blmfelf accurfed from Chrift, if fo be they

might be happy
h

. And now, would not all this their zeal for

Chriftianity in general, and their particular love to their coun-

trymen, excite them to procure a Verfion of thefe facred

books for their ufe ? Nothing can be fuppofed, which would

prevent the Apoftles from doing this, unlefs we fuppofe they

were of the fame mind with the Papifts, viz. that the Scrip-

tures ought not to be tranflated into the common languages,

for the ufe of the people. But the Apoftles were of a differ-

ent opinion in this matter from their pretended fuccefibrs,

who for intereft have made it religion, to keep the people in

ignorance. Their grand employment was, to iiiftruct men in

* A&s x. 9, &c. k Rom. Ix. 3.

the
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the hiftory and do&rines of Chrift; and now was anyway
more

likely to do this, than giving them the Scriptures in their

own language ? The fame reafon, which put each of them

upon writing in Greek, for the univerfal benefit of mankind,
would very probably influence thofe of them, who were at Je-

rufalem, to tranflate their books into the language we are

fpeaking of. Well does Tremellius argue on this head a
;

** It

"
is altogether probable" (he is fpeaking of the Syriack Ver-

fion),
" that it was made in the very beginning of Chrifti-

"
anity, either by the Apoftles or fome of their difciples; un-

44
lefs we will choofe rather to believe, that in writing, they

" had regard only to thofe of other nations, and very little, or

" none at all to thofe of their own." But,

2. If we tuppofe the Apoftles thus negligent of the intereft

of the believing Jews, and not to have done this for them,

we may with a great deal of reafon fuppofe, that they would

take care to have it done themfelves. Every body knows,

how prodigioufly fond the Jewifli nation was of the facred

books of the OldTeftament, becaufe they camefrom God, and

would not the converted Jews be likewife fond of the books

of the New Teftament, which they believed alfo
came from

God? They were careful enough to get the Hebrew of the

Old Teftament tranflated into Chaldee, and may be as rea-

fonably fuppofed (I mean they who were converted) to get

the Greek of the New Teftament tranflated into Syriack.

Upon the whole, I think it fair to conclude, that a Verfion of

the New Teftament was made into this language in the time

of the Apoftles.

Prsefat. in Verf. Syr.

X 3
CHAP.
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CHAP. XXIV.

The Syriack Verfion^ "which we now have^ is the Jame which

was made in the Apoflles* Time. This proved by three argu-

ments. Tfie Syrians^from whom we had ity believed it to be

the fame. It is improbable the Antient Verfion Jhould be
loft.

It wants the Parts of the New Tejtament, which were laft

written.

I
HAVE attempted in the foregoing Chapter to ftiew, that

a Verfion of the New Teftament was made into Syriack
in the time of the Apoftlcs ; I fhall now endeavour to prove,

3. That the Syriack Verfion which we now have, is the

fame which was then made. In order to which, I obferve ;

1. That it was conftantly and univerfally believed by the

Syrians, from whom we had this Verfion, that it was made by
St. Mark the Evangelift. The truth of this depends upon the

teftimony of Poftellus ', a learned man, who aflifted Widman-
ftadius in his firft edition of this Verfion ; and avers, that he

received this account from the Syrians themfelves, when he

travelled among them, to acquire the knowledge of their lan-

guage and cuftoms.

2. Whether this Verfion was made by St. Mark or not, it

is very improbable that the Church at Jerufalem or Antioch,

or any other Church, for whom the Syriack Verfion was firft

made, would fuffer it to be loft. There was no more proba-

bility
of the Syrians lofing their tranflation, than of the Greek

Churches lofing their original. A Church of Chriftians, who

were in pofleffion of fo valuable a treafure, would be continu-

ally ufing it ; its copies would be daily multiplying amongft

them, and fo they cannot reafonably be fuppofed to have loft

it i they looked upon it as the word of God, though not in

the language in which it was originally written, and therefore

Guid. Fabrit. Pnefat. in Syr. Teft.

would
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would be careful in
preferving it. Every one knows, how

exceeding fond the Jews were of their Chaldee Verfions of
the Old Teft-ament. Galatinus tells us % they paid thefame
refpefl to them, as to the original itf-lf:

and is it not likely
the Chriftian Jews would be as careful of their tranflations of
the New Teflament, as the others were of the tranflations of

the Old ?

3. The Syriack Verfion, which we now have, is the fame
which was made in the A potties' time, becaufe it has not in it

thofe books of the New Teftament, which were laft written,
viz. Thefecond Epiflle of Peter, the fecond and third of John,
the Epijile of Jude, and the Revelation. Thefe indeed have

been added, fince this Verfion was brought into Europe, viz.

the four Epiftles by Mr. Pocock, and the Revelation by De
Dieu ; but it is, I think, agreed by every body, even the edi-

tors themfelves, that thefe are but modern tranflations. Now
there can be but two probable reafons affigned, why they were

wanting in the copy brought by Mofes Meridimeus into Eu-

rope, and the other antient Syriack copies ; viz. either,

1. Becaufe they were not received into the Canon, and

judged authentick, when this Verfion was made. It is cer-

tain thefe books were not at firft received by all, but for a long
time rejected by many, as Eufebius tells us

b
: or

2. They are not in the Syriack copies, becaufe they were

not written when the Syriack Verfion was made ; and this in-

deed feems moft probable ; for had they been written then,

thofe fo ufeful Epiftles would have been tranflated, for the

fame reafon as the others. This was the argument, which,

among others, convinced Tremellius c and the learned Bp.

Walton*1

,
that this Verfion was made in the Apoftles* time.

I conclude therefore, fince this Verfion has the feveral periods

of St. Matthew's Gofpel, in the fame order with our prefent

copies^ that they never have been difordered or mifplaced.

* De Arcan. Cathol. Verit. 1. i.
c Prefat. in Nov. Teft. Syr.

c. 6.
d

Prolegom. in Bibl. Polyglot.
'" Hift. Eccl. 1. 3. c. 24., 25. & xiii. . 15.

1. 6.c. 25. & 1. 7. c. 25.
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CATALOGUES of the Scriptural
books in antient writers referred

to, to prove the authenticity of

the four Gofpels, 10-

CAVE, his explanation of what is

meant by St. Mark's being called

the interpreter of St. Peter, 63.
his opinion of St. Luke's ftyie,

86. fuppofed him not to have

been one of the ieventy difciples,

87. his opinion of St. John's

ttyle, 1 1 6.

CHRYSOSTOM, his teftimony con-

cerning the four Goipels, 9. his

argument on their diiagreement,
V. 41.

CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS, con-

tinually citts the four Goipels,
now received, 8. his account of

St. Matthew's temperance, 13.
his citations of him, 36. of St.

Mark, 75. of St. Luke, 99. of

St. John, 120. afcribes the Acts
of the Apoftles to St. Luke, 116,

cites them, 132. His account of

St. Mark's Gofpel recorded by
Eufebius, V. 50.

.CLEMENS ROMANUS, cites St.

Matthew, 20. V. 165. St. Luke,

96. St. John, 117. the Acls of

the Apoftles, 129.
CYRIL OF JERUSALEM, his tef-

timony concerning St. Matthew's

Gofpel, 42.

DAILLE, (hews that the Fathers

were often miitaken, V. 138.

DIONYSIUS ALEXANDRINUS,
thought the ftyle of St. John's

Gofpel pure and elegant, 115.

DODWELL, his opinion that the

firlt Chriftian writers had no cer-

tain Canon, which they cited, T 5.

his millake in fuppofmg that

none of our Goipels were cited

by. the early Fathers, 30, V. 165.
and that the "Gufpels lay a long
time concealed, V. 163. argues
that the Evansjelifts could not

have ftrn the writings of each

other, V. 76.
Du PIN, oppofed the tradition that

St. Luke was one of the feventy

difciples, 87.

ESTIUS, accounts for St. Mark's

having omitted feveral circum-

ftances, honourable to St. Peter,

66. V. 53.

EUSEEIUS, his tcftimony that the

three former Goipels were ap-

proved by St. John, 2. V. 159.

exprefsly excludes from the Ca-
non all but the four Gofpels,
now received, 9. his account of

St. Matthew's writing his Gof-

pel, 14. fixes the time of it, 48.
V. 161. an accurate chronologer
and hiftorian, 51. accounts for

St. Mark's having omitted feveral

circumftances honourable to St.

Peter, 66. his teftimony con-

cerning St. Luke's Gofpel, 90.

compoil-d a Harmony, V. 21.

EUTYCHIUS ALEXANDRINUS,
his teftimony that St. Mark
wrote in Latin, of no weight, 69.

FATHERS, often miftaken, V. 13?.
their ignorance of Hebrew, V.

142. their error in fuppofmg St.

Matthew to have written in that

language, ibid.

FAUSTUS, his objection to the au-

thority of St. Matthew's Gofpel,

45-

G

GOSPELS, only four acknowledged

by the primitive Chriftians, and

thofe genuine, i. their order in

many early writers, the fame as

at prefent, 92. different in the

Cambridge MS. 93. a great

many conies of them fpread a-

broad
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broad before the death of the

Apoltlts,
V. 160. read in the

aflemblies of the primitive Chrif-

tians on Sunday, V. 167.
GRABE, fuppofes the firft Chriftiim

writers to have cited no certain

Canon, 16.

GREEK LANGUAGE, its extenfive

ufe in the time of the Apoftles,
68. V. 149.

GROTIUS, miftaken in fuppofmg
Matthew andLevi to be different

perfons, 1 1 . affigns a reafon, why
the laft part of St. Mark's Gol-

pel was wanting in fome Greek

copies, 82. his opinion of St.

John's ityle, 116. his conjeclure,
that the iait chapter of St. John's

Gofpel was not written by him,
without foundation, 124.

li

HAMMOND, his obfcrvation on the

difagreement of the Gofpels, V.

42. his argument to (hew, that

St. Mark's Gofpel was written

from the account of St. Peter,

66.V.53.
HARMONIES, by whom compofed,

V. 21.

HEBREWS, Gofpel according to

the, poffcffcd by the Nazarenes or

Ebionites, V. 139. written in

Hebrew, and fuppofed by them
to be the true Golpd of St. Mat-
thew, V. 140. the fame opinion
held by many, ibid, but fliewn to

be falfe, V. 141. made ufe of by

Origen, Epiphanius, and Jerome

only, V. 143.
HERACLEO.M, miftaken in fuppof-

ing Matthew and Lcvi not the

fame peribn, 1 1 .

HER MAS, Shepherd of, St. Mat-
thew cited in it, 23.

HOBBES, his miftake in fuppofing,
that the Gofpels, &c. were for a

long time unknown to the gene-

rality of Chriftians, V. 163.

HYPOTYPOSES, account in them

of St. Mark's Gofpel, 63.

IGXATIVS, cites St. Matthew, 29.

V. 166. St. Luke, 97. St. John,
118.

IRENJEUS, mews that no more
than the four Gofpels, which we
now acknowledge, were in his

time acknowledged in the Church,
6. cites St. Matthew, 35. his

notion of the time, when St. Mat.
ihew's Gofpel was published, 48.
V. 161. his account of St.

Mark's writing his Gofpel, 62.

V. 50. his teltimony concerning
St. Luke's, 90, 91. cites St".

Mark, 75. St. Luke, 98. St.

John, 119. afcribes the Acls of

the A pottles to St. Luke, 125.
cites them, 1 30. informs us thut

before his time there was a large
number of ipurious Scriptures,
V. 25.

J

JEROME, his teftimony concerning
the four Gofpels, 9. his account

of St. Matthew's writing his

Gofpel, 14. fays St. Mark wrote

his Gofpel from St. Peter's in-

formation, 62. V. 51. his tef-

timony concerning St. Luke's

Gofpel, 90. his account of St.

John's defign in writing his Gof-

pel, in. affirms the Acls of the

Apoftles to have been written by
St. Luke, 127.

JESUS CHRIST, why he command-
ed fecre-cy to the leper, V. 95.

JOHN, St. his approbation of the

three former Gofpels, recorded

by Eufebius, 2. V. 159. Scrip-
lure accounts of him, 101. ac-

counts of him from the Fathers,

104. his death, 108. his defign
in writing his Gofpel, in. the

time, in which it was written,

113. his Gofpel tranflated into

Hebrew, 115. admired by the

Platonills, ibid, its ftyle, ibid.

proved to be Canonical, 116. in

all the Catalogues of facred books,

ibid, cited by the primitive Chrif-

tians, 117. read in their church-

es, 122. objection againft it, an-

fwered, 123. efteenicd Canonical

by the Syrians, ibid.

S, his tcftirnony, that the

Jewift
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hok were written on

parchment, V. izi.

LACTAVTIUS, his account of St.

Peter's being at Rome, 71.
I>E CLERC, his opinion concerning

the time, when St. Matthew
wrote, 49. fuppofes it incredible,
that St. Mark or St. Luke had
en St. Matthew's Gofpel, V.

76.

L'ENFANT, his opinion that St.

Matthew wrote in Greek, V.

151.

LUCIAN, his excellent directions

for writing hiftory, V. 43.
LUKE, St. Scripture accounts of

him, 83. accounts of him from
the Fathers, 85. not a Jew, 86.
the opinion or Jerome and others,
that he was more {killed in Greek
than the other Evangelifts, ibid.

a phyfician, ibid, one of the fe-

venty difciples, 8,7. the compa-
nion of St. Paul, 88. his death,

89. his reliques laid to have been
carried to Constantinople, ibid.

hii Gofpel wrote from the in-

formation of the Apoitlts, &c.

90. under the direction of Paul,

5ii. hu defign in writing it, 9$.
the time, in which it was writ-

tcn,i7/i'i/. is Canonical, 95. in all

the Catalogues of Canonical

books, ibid, cited by the early

Chriftians, ibid. and feveral

others, 100. read in the primitive
churches, ibid, efteemed Ca-
nonical by the churches of

Syria,
ibid, he wrote the Acls of the

Apoftles, 125. does not in the

beginning of chap. i. allude to

either of the genuine Golpels, V.

24. Veife 3. of chap. i. ex-

plained, V. 32.

M
MANICHEES, alone among the an-

tients, objected to the authority
of St. Matthew's Gofpel, 45.
reiefted the Acls of the Apofties,

136.

MAK.CION, and his followers, had

a different Gofpd of St. Luk<-,
100.

MARK, St. Scripture account of,

53. account of him from the Fa-

thers, 56. a companion or inter-

preter of St. Peter, 53, 54, 57,
62. preached in Egypt, 57. one
of the feventy difclples, 58. his

death, 59. tradition of his re-

liques being removed to Venice,
ibid, occafion of his writing his

Gofpel, 60. wrote under the di-

rection of St. Peter, 61. his

Gofpel went under the name of
St. Peter, 66. V. 50. the Ian-

guage in which it was written,

67. the time of his writing, 69.
his Gofpel proved to be Ca-
nonical, 73. in all the Catalogues
of Canonical books, ibid, cited

by the Apoftoiic Fathers, ibid*

but no places cited from him,
which are not alfo in St. Mat-
thew, 74. and but one by Juftin

Martyr, ibid. Irenaeus cites him

by name, and refers to places
which are in no other Gofpel,
75. Tertullian alfo cites that

which is in no other Gofpel, 76.
His Gofpel read in the primitive
churches, 77. was in the Syriac
collection of facred books, 78.

objections to it, 79. is not an

abridgment of Sr. Matthew's,
ibid. V. 48. the laft chapter ge-
nuine, 80- inftances, in which he
relates things more fully than
St. Matthew, V. 57. feveral in-

ftances of his difagreeing with
St. Matthew, V. 7 1 . a Catalogue
of hiltoi ies related by him, which
are not in St. Matthew, V. 77.

things omitted in his Gofpel,
which are in St. Matthew's, V.
78. his Gofpel not an epitome,
becaufe infphed, V. 81. becaufe

the fuppofing it to be fo, detracts

from its honour and xifefulnefs,

V. 82. and alfo greatly inva-

lidates his teftimony, V. 84. did

not defign in all things to obferve

the order of time, V. 91.

MATTHEW, St. an account of him,
jo. occafion of his writing his

Gofpel, 13. his Gofpel Ca-

nonical, becauie it is in all the

antknt
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antient Catalogues, 14. cited by
Barnabas, 17. V. 165. by Cle-

mens Romanus, 20. V. 165. in

the Shepherd of Herroas, 13. by
Polycarp, 17. V. 166. by Igna-

tius, 29. V. 1 66. by the Fathers

next the Apoftolick age, 3 1 . alfo

in the Conftitutions of the Apo-
ftes, V. 166. read as Scripture
in the primitive churches, 41.
received by the churches of Syria,

43. ufed by Bartholomew in his

preaching, 44. written in Greek,

44. 47. V. 148. objected to by
the Manichees, 45. its authority
tfenitrd by the German Anabap-
tifts and Servetians, 46. the time

of his writing his Gofpel, 47.
V. 1 6 1. it was written before

the reft, 50. branches of it,

which Mr. Whifton fuppofes to

be mifplaced,
V. 89. Several of

thefe in the proper order of time,

V. 93. none of thole branches,

which are not according to the

order of time, mifphced, V. 101 .

his Gofpel not a tranflation from

the Hebrew, V. 137. arguments
to mew, that he did not write in

that language, V. 148.

MILL, his error in fuppofing the

firft Chriftian writers to have

cited no certain Canon, 16. in

liippofmg that the Gofpels and

the Epiftles of St. Paul alone

belonged to the New Teftament

in the time of Chryfoftom, 133.

MOSES, the beft and moft accu-

rate of hiltorians, yet does not al-

ways obierve the order of time,

V. 35-

tow, that it Qiould always be fo,
V. 44. obferved in feveral part*
of St. Matthew, which Mr,
Whifton iiippofes to be mif-

placcd,V. 93.
O RIG EN, his teftimony that the

early church received only four

Gofpeh, 8. miltaken in fuppyfing
Matthew and Levi not the laire

fcrfon, it. liis account of St.

Matthew's writing his Gospel,
13. fays that St. Mark wrote by
the direction of St. Peter, 6s.
V. 51. afcribes the Aa* of the

Apoftles to St. Luke, ia6.

PANTJENUS, found the Gofpel of
St. Matthew among the indiuns^
V. 159.

PAPER, firft ufe of, V. t\6. not
uled by the Jews, V. 128,

PAPERS, feparate, on which ac-

cording to Mr. Whiftoia St. Mat-
thew wrote, V. 137.

PAPIAS, lays St. Matthew'* Gof-

pel was in common ufe in his

time, 45. his account of St.

Mark's, 61.

PETER, St. things honourable to

him, not mentioned by Sf . Mnrk,
64, V. 51. at what time he wrts

at Rome, 70.

POLYCARP, his teltimony con-

cerning the four Gofpels, 3. cires

St. Matthew, 27. V. 166. the

Acts of the Apollles, 1 30.

PUBLICANS, their office explained,
V. 133.

ORDER of time, not intended to be

obferved by the Gofpel writers,

V . 29. inftances of its being vio-

lated by St. Luke, V. 30. not

Itrictly obferved by other hilio-

nan, V. 34. violated by the

writers of the Old Telbmer.t,
ibid, by prophane hillorians, V.

$%'. why receded from by the

Evaugelifts, V. 39. becnuie ge-

nerally obft-rved, it docs not kl-

SENECA, a noble rrfolution of his,

V. 49-
SERVETIANS, denied the authority

of St. Matthew's Gofpel, 40.

SIMON, his mittake in fuppofing
tht- greateft part of the Scriptures,
now extant, to be nure abridg-

ments, 79. V. 83. in fuppoiing,
that the Gofpels, and the

EpilUrs
of fet. Paul, were alone reckoned

to belong to the New Tvllamcnt

in the time <if Chryf&ftwuj 133-
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Ms reafbnfor thinking St. Mark's

Golpel not an epitome of St.

Matthew's, V. 79. one of the

greateft enemies to the Scriptures,
V. 83. V. 113.

SIXTUS SENENSIS, his attempt to

reconcile Irenaeus and Eulehius,

concerning the time whtn St.

Matthew wrote, 53. a peculiarity
in St. John's ttyk obierved by
him, 116.

SPINOZA, one of the greateft ene-

mies to the
Scriptures,

V. 83.
V. 113. afTerted, that moft of the

books of the Old TeJtament were

abridgments of larger records,

V. 83.

SUETONIUS, frequently violates

the order of time, V. 28.

SYRIAC VERSION of St. Matthew,
in the lame order as our prefcnt
Greek copies, V. 160. V. 168.

made in the time of the Apoftks,

109. Syriac then the language
of the Jews, ibid, that which we
now have U the ar.tknt Verfion,

174-

TATIAN, his Harmony of die four

Gofpek, 4. V. 21.

TTULLIAN, has exprefsly de-

termined the number of Gofpels
in his time, to be four, 7. i'ays

the Goipel of St. Mark went
under the name of St. Peter, 66.

cites St. Mark, 76. his teftimony

concerning St. Luke's Gofpel,

90, 91. he afcribes to St. Luke,
the Afts of the Apoltles, 126.

cites them, 132.

TESTAMENT, books of the Old,

always preferred by Providence

fafe and uncorrupted, V. 156.
THEOPHILUS ANTIOCHENUS,

his references to St. Matthew,
34. to St. John, 119.

TIMOTHY, the Martyrdom of, an

extraft from it in Photiils, ^.

TOINARD, his Harmony cited,

V. 1,4-

TOLAND, his opinion, that the

firlt Chriftian writers had no cer-

'tain Canon, which they cited, 15.

thought that the Gofpels of St.

Mark and St. Luke fhould be of

no greater authority, than the

works of the Apoilolick Fathers,
80. his miftake in fuppofing,
that the Gofpels lay a long tima

concealed, V. 163. and that the

Nazarenes and Ebionitcs were the

lame perfons, V. 139.

W
WE L r s, an opinion of his cenfured,

V. 109.

WHISTON, his many curious and
ufeftil difcoveries in his Har-

mony, V. 21. miitaken in iup-

pofmg, that the former part of
St. Matthew's Golpel is mif-

placed, ibid, his opinion, that the

Evangeliks intended to obferve

always the order of time, confut-

ed, V. 29. he fuppofes St.

Luke's Goipel to be perfectly in

the order of time, V. 30. fur-

nifhes the author with a realbn,

why the Evangelifts differ, V.

42. his argument, that, becaufe

St. Matthew for the moft part
writes in this order, he never re-

cedes from it, V. 44. alfo, that

the notes of time, &c. are as

many in that part, which is now

miiplaced, as in that which is in

its proper order,,ibid. he fuppofed
St. Mark's Goipel to be an epi-
tome of St. Matthew's, V. 47.
his own epitome of the Go/pel

hiftory, V. 79. the argument he

derives from the lait-mentioned

fuppofition, V. 87. the branches

of St. Matthew's Gofpel, which
he thought miiplaced, V. 89.
he accounts for this diforder, by
fuppofing that* St . Matthew wrote
on fmall pieces of paper, V. j 12.

his obfeivation that the preient

Gofpel of St. Matthew is s

tranflation from the Hebrew,
V. 137. he fuppofes the diibrder

to end, and the true order to

begin, at the death of John thr

Baptift, V. 1 54.

WHITBY, his explanation of the

word *oSfij? in St. Luke, V. 33.
he has confidered the teltiinr-ny of

the Father*, concerning St. Mat-
thew's



INDEX.
thew's Gofyel having been firft antients, V. 115. among thr

written in Hebrew, V. 158. Jews, Greeks, and Roinana, Ix:-

fhews that they were often mil- iorr and in our Saviour's liii.c,

taken, ibid. V. 1 18.

WRITING, manner of, among the

F.ND QF VOL. III.



ERRATA IN VOL. Ill,

P. 57. !. 2. for Hypotopofes read Hypotypofct

71. 1. 6. after Romans place a comma
/ tbe Vindication*

S. 1. 7. for won/ read wor</

54. 1. i
j.

for e/"read ^"
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